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Abstract 
Are the United Nation’s (U.N.’s) institutionalized spaces for international diplomacy capable of 
producing cooperation between states on international issues?  This project deconstructs two 
such spaces using Irving Goffman’s theory of face-work and Habermas’ theory of 
communicative action in an effort to address this question.  Video footage is used to conduct an 
extractive videographic analysis, documenting the interaction order of two U.N. diplomatic 
events.  This is supplemented by a linguistic analysis of inclusive and exclusive personal 
pronoun usage by participants at both events.  Four main findings are made, in relation to the 
importance of identity and language within institutionalized spaces for international diplomacy, 
which are the basis for the recommendations made to encourage more inclusive, engaged and 
proactive spaces for international diplomacy in the future.   
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Introduction 
The importance of international diplomacy in the twenty-first century 
In an interconnected global community such as our own, international diplomacy and 
cooperation are increasingly vital to the health, happiness and prosperity of all peoples of the 
world.  The interconnected nature of states and their citizens is much more than a liberal 
assumption about the state of modern international relations (Goldstein, Pevehouse & 
Whitworth, 2008).  Indeed, it is a legitimate empirical observation that acknowledges the 
complexity of the global system. This observation is supported by recent developments in 
international law, beginning in the early 1990’s when the international community responded 
to the Rwandan Genocide (Buergenthal, 2006).  Although international intervention did not 
occur during the Rwandan Genocide, the discourse that took place at the United Nations 
(U.N.) afterwards provided the normative context for the rise of the Responsibility to Protect, 
a principle of international law that established a moral and political obligation for states to 
uphold the human rights of all people, not only their own citizens’ (Buergenthal, 2006).  The 
Responsibility to Protect marks a new paradigm in international relations.  It represents a 
fundamental shift in the orientation of the international community from a state-centric 
framework, emphasizing the territorial sovereignty of states, to a more sophisticated human-
centric framework, which points out that a governments’ respect for human rights is the 
source of its legitimacy (Buergenthal, 2006; Macklem, 2008; Singh, 2012). Ultimately, the 
Responsibility to Protect suggests that respect for the human rights of ones’ citizens is a 
prerequisite for a legitimate claim of territorial sovereignty (Macklem, 2008).  
 This shift from a state-centric to a human-centric international system marks a 
fundamental re-evaluation by members of the international community of the fundamental 
concepts of sovereignty and collective security.  It acknowledges that there is a relationship 
between human and collective security, which undermines the Realist notion of a dichotomy 
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between the two concepts (Buergenthal, 2006; Macklem, 2008).  This new understanding of 
sovereignty emphasizes the interconnectedness of states, which thereby provides the moral 
and philosophical basis for the principle of the Responsibility to Protect (Buergenthal, 2006). 
The Responsibility to Protect has not only been discussed, it has also been invoked, 
namely by NATO; first during its interventions in Bosnia and Herzegovina and later in the 
former Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, as well as Libya (Buergenthal, 2006).  Putting one’s 
judgments of these cases of intervention aside, it is clear that the international community has 
acknowledged that there is an inherent interdependence between states, which consequently 
justifies intervention in some intrastate conflicts as a means of sustaining collective security 
(Singh, 2012).  In fact, this responsibility is what binds the international community and 
makes it a legitimate community (Singh, 2012).  In such an interdependent international 
community, isolated problems cannot, and indeed do not, exist (Singh, 2012).  The reality of 
international interdependence can be summarized by a statement made by Martin Luther 
King, Jr., who famously stated, “injustice anywhere is a threat to justice everywhere” (Martin 
Luther King, Jr., in Singh, 2012).   
Acknowledging the interdependence between states implies that communication and 
international diplomacy are critical components of collective security (Macklem, 2008).  This 
was painfully illustrated on September 11th by the World Trade Center terror attacks in New 
York City (often referred to as 9/11) (Singh, 2012).  The horrific events of this day offer a 
number of important lessons to the international community.  First, isolationism is not a 
plausible response to geographically remote problems, such as poverty, inequality and the 
rise of religious extremism in the Middle East (Singh, 2012).  9/11 confirmed that such ‘far-
removed’ problems, which are often perceived as another states’ problem, may have real and 
painful consequences on indirectly implicated states simply because they are members of the 
same global community (Singh, 2012).  Beyond this, 9/11 also illustrated the importance of 
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clear communication and effective relations between state representatives, as a lack of clear 
and direct communication between the U.S. and Iraq ultimately led to the U.S. invasion of 
Iraq on the suspicion of Saddam Hussein’s possession of weapons of mass destruction.  
Catastrophic terrorist attacks such as 9/11 put pressure on states to increasingly engage with 
one another, as they suggest that issues that may have once been considered domestic 
problems actually have serious international dimensions and consequences (Goldstein, 
Pevehouse & Whitworth, 2008; Singh, 2012).  In the context of globalization, characterized 
by increasing international interconnectedness, it is vital that state diplomacy encourages 
effective communication between state representatives (which will be referred to as “states” 
throughout this project) so that cooperative action between them is possible and such tragic 
events can be avoided, or at least remedied effectively.  
From the refugee epidemic in the countries neighboring Syria as a result of the 
country’s civil instability, to the planning and construction of energy mega-projects spanning 
multiple state borders, the number of inherently transnational issues with “spillover effects” 
that require engaged participation by many states in order to be confronted effectively cannot 
be ignored (Goldstein, Pevehouse & Whitworth, 2008; Singh, 2012).  Effective 
communication between states must be fostered in order to coordinate multinational 
responses to such challenges. Currently, the U.N. provides the primary framework in which 
this can be accomplished (Goldstein, Pevehouse & Whitworth, 2008). 
The United Nations High Level Political Forum for Sustainable Development 
 Increased state interdependence has resulted in a greater need for diplomacy between 
members of the international community, not only in regards to sovereignty and security 
issues, but also other areas of politics that involve numerous state parties.  An example of one 
such area is the environment.  Climate change mitigation, specifically, represents an 
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inherently transnational challenge; one that shows no regard for man-made state boundaries 
(Sands & Peel, 2012).  International dialogue is necessary for meaningful action on climate 
change, as this would require coordinated national efforts to reduce the world’s collective 
greenhouse gas emissions (Sands & Peel, 2012).  Establishing effective channels of 
communication between states is vital to overcoming the challenges we face in an 
increasingly global world and the U.N. is the organization that has been tasked with this duty 
(Sands & Peel, 2012). 
Climate change mitigation is an issue that the international community has been 
actively engaged in, via the U.N. institutional framework, for more than two decades (Sands 
& Peel, 2012).  The first serious effort to do so is often identified as the 1992 United Nations 
Conference on Environment and Development (also commonly referred to as the Earth 
Summit) (Sands & Peel, 2012).  This was a landmark event because it led to the 
establishment of the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change, which 
encompasses a variety of international policy-tools that comprised the first international 
effort to mitigate climate change (Sands & Peel, 2012).  Ten years later, the Earth Summit 
was followed by the 2002 World Summit on Sustainable Development, which was then 
followed by the 2012 United Nations Conference on Sustainable Development, also known 
as the Rio+20 Conference (Sands & Peel, 2012).   
One of the critical outcomes of the United Nations Rio+20 Conference of 2012 was 
the establishment of the United Nations High-Level Political Forum for Sustainable 
Development (also commonly referred to as ‘the Forum’) (United Nations General 
Assembly, 2013).  This new institution was created by the General Assembly’s adoption of 
Resolution 67/290 on July 27th, 2012 (United Nations Sustainable Development Knowledge 
Platform, 2013).  Its purpose was to develop an alternative, and hopefully more effective, 
framework for international diplomacy and action on sustainable development (United 
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Nations General Assembly, 2013).  This ambition is clearly expressed in Resolution 67/290, 
which communicates “the need for an improved and more effective institutional framework 
for development” that is capable of “promoting synergy and coherence” between actors 
(United Nations General Assembly, 2013).  Ultimately, the Forum aims to reflect the 
previously discussed paradigm shift in the international system, from state-centrism to 
human-centrism, via this new institution by establishing a more inclusive and proactive space 
for international dialogue (United Nations General Assembly, 2013).   
The primary structural difference between the Forum and traditional U.N. spaces for 
multinational dialogue is its inclusion of non-state actors throughout its proceedings (United 
Nations General Assembly, 2013).  This represents a fundamental change in the social 
structure of the space.  It is hoped that including these actors will help the U.N. meet its 
objective of developing a space that is able to “to engage [actors and encourage them] to 
cooperate” (United Nations General Assembly, 2013).  But how exactly is the introduction of 
these new participants expected to transform a space shrouded in U.N. tradition and 
bureaucracy, from one of exclusion, hierarchy and politics as usual, to one of inclusion and 
proactive engagement? This question brings to the forefront the relationship between the 
social structure and agency of discursive spaces that has been demonstrated in past literature 
(Heath, Hindmarsh & Luff, 2010; Simpson & Mayr, 2010; Taylor, 2001).  This same 
relationship will be the focus of this project, which examines the structure and function of the 
Forum in comparison to a traditional U.N. diplomatic institution, the General Assembly 
Thematic Debate on Sustainable Development and Climate Change: Practical Solutions in the 
Water-Energy Nexus (which will be referred to as the Thematic Debate).  The Thematic 
Debate is representative of the old model of international diplomacy that the Forum has 
evolved from.  Therefore, comparing these two events allows one to see where the idea of the 
Forum comes from and how far it has progressed.  
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Overview of research 
The mere discussion of a necessary alternative to the traditional U.N. framework for 
multinational diplomacy is symptomatic of a serious problem in the international system; 
namely, the inability of status quo diplomatic institutions to produce a satisfactory level of 
effective communication between state actors.  This puts the potential of tackling climate 
change, as well as other transnational issues, at stake and should therefore be taken seriously.  
This research project acknowledges the affect that the social structure of an institution has on 
the outcomes it produces and asks, what is the relationship between its social structure and 
agency, particularly in the case of the Forum (Simpson & Mayr, 2010; Taylor, 2001).  How 
does the social composition of a particular space impact what kind of communication occurs 
within it?   
In order to address this overarching question, this research project will focus on the 
Forum as its primary case study and compare it to a more traditional mode of international 
diplomacy, as represented by the Thematic Debate.  This comparison will result in an 
appreciation for the different discursive environments and outcomes of these respective 
spaces.  The research question that is used to guide this inquiry is three fold: it asks what the 
descriptive differences between these spaces are, how these differences affect the 
communication that takes place within them, and how these different modes of 
communication affect the potential for effective international cooperation.  Together, these 
three questions will support the overall purpose of the project, which is to analyze the form 
and function of institutions in which international diplomacy currently takes place, with the 
goal of better understanding the factors that make such spaces conducive to effective 
communication, and therefore facilitate progress on a variety of urgent global issues.  
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 In order to be able to compare the Forum and Thematic Debate and make judgments 
about their respective agencies, the overall objective of these institutions needs to be 
understood.  Only when this objective is clear can one judge how effective each of these 
spaces is.  Resolution 67/290 articulates that the goal of international diplomatic institutions 
at the U.N. is to facilitate “cooperative action” between states, which the document vaguely 
describes as a form of communication that encourages active and constructive participation 
by states on mutual challenges. This is akin to Jurgen Habermas’ notion of “communicative 
action,” which he describes as “acts of understanding” (Risse, 2000, p. 9).  Habermas’ 
description of communicative action provides a more refined description of the “cooperative 
agency” that the U.N. suggests is the objective of international diplomatic institutions.  
Therefore, this construct will be used throughout the project to measure the effectiveness of 
each of these spaces. 
In his work Habermas explains that in situations of communicative action, parties 
“pursue their individual goals under the condition that they can coordinate their action plans 
on the basis of shared definitions of the situation” (Risse, 2000, p. 9).  He argues that 
communicative action depends on three criteria being met within a space: the safety of 
participants must be ensured, a basic level of equality must be established, so that all 
participants can be heard, and empathy must be established between the involved parties 
(Mitzen, 2005; Risse, 2000).  Only when these criteria are fulfilled within a space can 
communicative action take place (Mitzen, 2005; Risse, 2000).  Because this project’s case 
studies are diplomatic institutions at the U.N., it is assumed that safety and equality are 
embodied within the space, as these features are guaranteed by the Charter of the United 
Nations (United  Nations, 1945).  Additionally, the membership of most states at the U.N. 
suggests that an adequate level of safety and equality exists within the institution.  This 
project will use the third dimension of communicative action, empathy, as the main focus of 
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its analysis of effective communication (Habermas, 1984).  Empathy is assumed to be the 
missing characteristic in the space, which must be encouraged in order to ensure 
communicative action is possible at the Forum and the Thematic Debate. 
Efforts to study state diplomacy have traditionally taken place within the realm of 
political science and international relations (Goldstein et al., 2008).  These academic 
traditions are heavily influenced by rationalism, which assumes that there is an objective 
reality that can be observed and understood, as if “truthfulness is in objects themselves” 
(Merrigan, Huston & Johnston,2012, p. 40).   Working from this perspective, state interaction 
is considered to be a ‘thing,’ and to understand it we must observe the units it is composed of 
(Merrigan et al, 2012).  This is a very mechanical approach to diplomacy that undermines its 
social dimensions.  As a result, those that use this approach have tended to study the ‘what,’ 
as opposed to the ‘how,’ of state interaction: the content of the interaction and its parts (for 
example, the actors involved and their interests), as opposed to the social processes that form 
the very interaction itself (the culture and ritual that define the event) (Merrigan et al., 2012).  
 Not only is the rationalist approach to state diplomacy flawed because it ignores the 
social dimensions of interaction.  Beyond this, the observations it produces are limiting 
because they suggest that state interaction can only be understood inductively.  This is done 
by making observations of what has happened by identifying historical patterns in state 
relations, many of which may no longer be relevant in the quickly evolving international 
environment of the twenty-first century (Goldstein et al., 2008).  In addition, this approach is 
problematic because it neglects the importance between the social structure of interactions 
and their potential agency (Simpson & Mayr, 2010).  Researchers must acknowledge that the 
form of interaction is powerful and can potentially define its outcome (Simpson & Mayr, 
2010; Taylor, 2001). 
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This project will acknowledge the limitations of the rationalist paradigm that political 
scientists and international relations specialists have traditionally worked within and move 
past them by using a constructivist framework for understanding state interaction (Finnemore 
& Sikkink, 2001).  The term ‘constructivist’ will be used generally throughout this project to 
refer to theoretical frameworks that share a similar ontology, which assumes that reality is 
socially constructed instead of naturally fixed (Merrigan et al., 2012; Finnemore & Sikkink, 
2001).  When operating within such frameworks, instead of understanding interactions as 
‘things,’ we understand them as discursive practices, defined by their historical and cultural 
contexts (Finnemore & Sikkink, 2001; Merrigan et al., 2008).  From this perspective, the 
meaning of interactions lies not in the units that they are comprised of, but in between these 
units, in the “patterns or relationships between objects, events and people” (Merrigan et al., 
2012, p. 40).  This suggests that researchers should look to the relationships between objects 
to understand them, in particular at the process by which they operate, as opposed to looking 
directly at the objects themselves (Merrigan et al., 2012). When analyzing international 
relations from this perspective, one is able to admit that states face empirical realities, while 
also maintaining that the way in which they understand and engage with these realities is 
important, as it exerts influence on the material reality itself (Finnemore & Sikkink, 2001).  
A constructivist approach to understanding state interaction, based on interpretive 
knowledge, is imperative for a number of reasons, perhaps most importantly because of its 
practicality (Merrigan et al., 2012).  Discursive phenomena are by definition malleable 
(Finnemore & Sikkink, 2001); once they are understood by researchers they can be 
manipulated via policy governing authorities to encourage a desired outcome.  This makes 
constructivist research more useful for action-oriented projects that seek not only to critique a 
phenomenon, but also encourage action to address its shortcomings. The traditional 
discovery-oriented research approach used in political science and international relations 
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encourages a mere understanding of state interests, actors and actions that are understood to 
be static and therefore difficult, if not impossible, to alter directly (Merrigan et al., 2012).  
However, by understanding the relationship between social structure and agency that operates 
within the discursive spaces of state interactions, it may be possible to readjust the 
institutional diplomatic frameworks we currently depend on to facilitate communicative 
action and make them more conducive to multinational cooperation (Simpson & Mayr, 
2010).  Research on state interaction grounded in constructivist ontology provides the 
opportunity to apply research in ways that have the potential to have real impact the global 
community. 
Literature Review 
A number of constructivist approaches to the study of human interaction have been 
developed in the past (Carroll & Mills, 2005; Finnermore & Sikkink, 2001).  What each of 
these approaches has in common with one another is their assumption of a socially 
constructed reality (although to varying degrees) in which actors’ consciousness influences, 
and in some cases constitutes, the material reality of the interaction (Merrigan et al., 2012; 
Finnemore & Sikkink, 2001).  The next portion of this research project will provide an 
overview of four such constructivist approaches to interaction research: Bakhtinian analysis, 
Foucauldian analysis, Critical Discourse analysis and Interactional Sociolinguistic analysis.  
This literature review will demonstrate the evolution of constructivist work in regards to 
interaction and illustrate how each of them has contributed to the rise of Symbolic 
Interactionism, the approach that will ultimately be used in this project to understand the 
interaction orders of the Forum and the Thematic Debate.  This exercise will justify the use of 
the latter approach by demonstrating that it is the most appropriate for understanding the 
dynamics of state interaction at the Forum. 
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i. Bakhtinian analysis 
 Bakhtin was one of the first academics to apply a constructivist ontology in his work 
through his literary analysis of Russian literature in the late 1800s (Carroll & Mills, 2005).  
His work was inspired by character voices in fiction novels and their respective roles in 
constructing the reality of the literary narrative (Carroll & Mills, 2005).  He used his insights 
on literature to think about the real world, equating character voices with the consciousness 
of individuals (Carroll & Mills, 2005).  These insights led Bakhtin to believe in a subjective, 
socially constructed reality in which these voices played a pivotal role (Carroll & Mills, 
2005).  
In his work Bakhtin took a dialogical approach, developing the concept of ‘I,’ used to 
refer to the self as a conscious being, and ‘other’ used to refer to those whose consciousness 
is outside of one’s self (Bakhtin, 1981; Carroll & Mills, 2005).  After drawing a distinction 
between these respective levels of consciousness he argued that no two individuals are able to 
have the exact same “horizon,” or consciousness (a term loosely equivalent to the concept of 
perspective), implying that in fact many versions of reality simultaneously exist in the minds 
of individuals (Bakhtin, 1982; Carroll & Mills, 2005).  Bakhtin believed that one’s horizon 
shapes the way in which they perceive and experience reality (Bakhtin, 1981; Carroll & 
Mills, 2005).  His theoretical insights suggest a bottom-up approach to the creation of 
meaning, emphasizing the importance of the individual in this process, which remains 
influential in cultural and sociological theory today (Carroll & Mills, 2005). 
Bakhtin’s ideas about the individually constructed nature of reality sparked his 
curiosity about the potential for mutual understandings in a subjective world: How is it that 
people are able to construct meaning and have relations with one another in the absence of an 
objective reality, common perspective and mutual understanding (Carroll & Mills, 2005)?  
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This question led him to develop the term “polyphony,” which describes a collective reality 
where “a multitude of voices are always present and occupy various special positions, both in 
opposition and in contrast to each other at times” (Carroll & Mills, 2005, p. 17).  This 
suggests that while all meaning is relative, individuals must establish shared meanings so that 
they are able to communicate effectively with one another.  In order to establish shared 
meanings, common guiding principles must be established between communicators before 
communication can take place (Carroll & Mills, 2005).  Bakhtin referred to these common 
discursive environments as “genres,” which he claimed make it possible for individuals with 
distinctly separate horizons to make sense of each other and communicate effectively 
(Bakhtin, 1981). 
Bakhtinian analysis offers important theoretical considerations relevant to this study 
of international diplomatic institutions.  Most importantly, the role of the individual in the 
construction of collective realities.  However, the analytical tools and frameworks he offers 
are limited in their application to this case study because of the generalizations necessary to 
talk about international ‘state’ interaction as a sub-group of interaction.  Speaking of state 
interaction as a homogenous category is not supported by Bakhtinian theory, which stresses 
the importance of the individual and their personal horizon in the creation of meaning and 
relations (Bakhtin, 1981; Carroll & Mills, 2005).  Furthermore, the theoretical insights of 
Bakhtin are hard to operationalize given that they suggest truth is relative and perspectives 
can only truly be comprehended by the individuals who embody them (Carroll & Mills, 
2005).  This makes it very difficult, if not impossible, to observe the relations between others 
and make meaningful observations about them using Bakhtinian theory because they are 
assumed to be outside of the reach of the observer.  The tools and framework offered by this 
perspective are better suited for deep, individual-specific, qualitative research that strives to 
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understand the experience of a particular actor, as opposed to a collective type of interaction 
between groups of categorized actors, such as state representatives. 
 ii. Foucauldian analysis 
 Foucauldian analysis is seen by some as a response to Bakhtin’s emphasis on the role 
of the individual in the construction of reality (Carroll & Mills, 2005).  While Foucault 
shared Bakhtin’s belief in a socially constructed reality, he suggested that its origin is not the 
consciousness of individuals, but rather the relationship between power and knowledge in a 
particular place and time in history (McHoul & Grace, 1997).  Foucault used the term “orders 
of discourse” to refer to the set of beliefs and assumptions that influence the ways of being in 
a particular space (McHoul & Grace, 1997, p. 31).  He believed that discursive orders give 
rise to “identity positions,” which in turn create order-induced behavior in individuals 
(Carroll & Mills, 2005).  In other words, Foucault’s theory suggests that people are not 
rational agents of their own making, as Bakhtin would lead us to believe; instead, they are 
assumed to be bounded by social irrationalities that are a function of the historical dynamics 
of power and knowledge of a certain time and place (McHoul & Grace, 1997).  
Foucauldian analysis represents a top-down perspective on the creation of meaning, 
emphasizing the role of history, power and knowledge as opposed to individuals (Hacking, 
2004).  This analytical framework does not accommodate the notions of individualism and 
free-will emphasized in Bakhtinian theory.  Instead, this tradition sees individuals as actors 
constrained by “identity positions” that are imposed on them; they are described as products 
of their environment rather than agents in control of shaping it (Hacking 2004; McHoul & 
Grace, 2005 p. 3).  Taken together, these theoretical assumptions suggest that instead of 
focusing on specific texts (or interactions) to understand how they operate, one should study 
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the historical, political and cultural contexts of the interaction if they wish to understand its 
interaction order (McHoul & Grace, 2005).  
 A Foucauldian approach is well suited to macro-level analysis that aims to focus on 
abstract processes of cultural and political production (Hacking, 2004).  However, the 
concepts of “orders of discourse” and “identity positions” are less useful in action-oriented, 
micro-interpersonal oriented research, such as this project, which hopes to provide findings 
that encourage the development of alternative institutional arrangements in spite of current 
discursive realities.  Even so, considerations of the historical determinants of social order are 
important for the development of strong action-oriented research, as discussed by David 
Snow in his principle of interactive determination (to be discussed in “Symbolic 
Interactionism” below) (Snow, 2001). 
 iii. Critical Discourse Analysis 
 Foucauldian analysis documents the relationship between power and knowledge by 
looking to historical circumstances (Carroll & Mills, 2005).  Critical Discourse analysis 
(CDA) also looks to historical circumstances as evidence for its claims, but this theoretical 
framework goes further than Foucauldian analysis, as it seeks to identify some relationship 
between power and knowledge as the primary source of social tension and unrest in a given 
interaction (Wodak, 2009).  A distinction between the two approaches can be made in that 
Foucauldian analysis relies on interpretation as a means of understanding (which may result 
in a critical analysis), while CDA automatically takes a critical perspective when it seeks to 
understand a case of interaction (Merrigan et al., 2012).  The latter presupposed that 
exploitative relationships and social tensions are constitutive of social realities (Merrigan et 
al., 2012).  For this reason, CDA is often closely linked to Marxist theory (Merrigan et al., 
2012).  CDA studies the strategies of powerful groups and/or individuals to perpetuate 
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hegemonic discourses in an attempt to challenge them (Merrigan et al., 2012).  By focusing 
on the everyday practices of these groups, CDA bridges micro and macro levels of analysis; 
it acknowledges top-down historical realities (Foucauldian theory) while focusing on the 
potential of bottom-up reforms (Wodak, 2009).  
 The analytical framework of CDA is not appropriate for this inquiry into state 
interaction at the Forum because it does not seek to challenge the system, per say.  Instead, 
this research aims to work within the established institutionalized frameworks available for 
state interaction to create conditions that are more conducive to effective international 
communication. This project operates outside of the dichotomy of domination and 
oppression, aspiring to achieve cooperation between participants of the Forum. 
 iv. Interactional Sociolinguistics 
Bakhtin’s illustration of the significance of human consciousness in creating shared 
meanings, combined with Foucault’s discussion of the influence of systemic power relations 
in interaction, as well as Critical Discourse analysis’ description of social tensions in 
everyday life, have laid the theoretical foundation for the development of Interactional 
Sociolinguistics.  This theoretical paradigm is oriented around the notion that “language is 
not just a cognitive process but a social process as well that only unfolds in social 
interaction” (Mesthrie, 2000, p. 4).  Interactional Sociolinguistics legitimized the study of 
human interaction as a worthy venture in its own right; not as a means to understanding the 
outcomes of an interaction of interest, but as a means of understanding the process of 
interaction itself (Mesthrie, 2000, p. 4).  In order to do so this framework depends on two 
important theoretical assumptions: first, that language both enables and limits interaction 
between individuals and therefore the agency of groups (Mesthrie, 2000); second, that 
language is by definition constantly in the process of being renegotiated (Mesthrie, 2000).  
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These two points suggest that language embodies both structure and agency and that these 
two functions are interrelated and cannot be distinguished from one another (Mesthrie, 2000).  
Therefore, we need to understand language as an interactive and fluid process, as opposed to 
a static object; it is simultaneously a resource for mutual understanding (a noun; a thing) as 
well as an active process of renegotiation and redefinition (a verb; an action) (Mesthrie, 
2000).  By accepting these theoretical assumptions one can conclude that there are in fact 
research subjects worthy of further investigation in the space between objects, particularly 
communicative processes and forms (Merrigan et al., 2012). 
  In order to observe communicative form and process, Interactional Sociolinguistics 
suggests that researchers should focus on observing patterns in language use, as they are both 
a product and a reflection of a particular set of relations (Mesthrie, 2000).  By locating 
patterns within language use, researchers acquire an entry point from which to understand its 
limitations in facilitating the relations between parties (Mesthrie, 2000; Simpson & Mayr, 
2010; Taylor, 2001).  
While traditional linguistics defines language as a system of textual signifiers used to 
communicate between parties, sociolinguistics is founded on a broader definition of language 
which includes social aspects of communication, such as dress and manner (Mesthrie, 2000).  
By including social considerations in its definition of language, sociolinguists makes it 
possible to study interaction as opposed to simply written and spoken texts (Mesthrie, 2000). 
Interactional Sociolinguistics offers important insights to the study of state interaction 
at the Forum and the Thematic Debate. First, it establishes that both textual and social 
language (interaction generally) directly influence the potential for effective communication 
within a particular case of interaction, as language is closely related to the discursive 
practices that constitute social space (Mesthrie, 2000).  This established relationship between 
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social structure and agency legitimizes the analysis of interactive processes themselves as 
strategic mechanisms.  In addition, by distinguishing between language, relations and agency, 
this approach allows researchers to divide interactions into manageable parts while 
explaining their relationships to one another.  Finally, because Interactional Sociolinguistic 
theory states that the rules of interaction are constantly being renegotiated, it is conducive to 
action-oriented research that aims to alter the rules of a particular interactive space to 
encourage a desired outcome.   
Although the theory of Interactional Sociolinguistics is appropriate for this research 
endeavor, its methodological focus on language results in the prescription of linguistic 
methods of textual analysis, which are not ideal for examining the Forum and the Thematic 
Debate as cases of interaction because face-to-face interaction is the dominant mode of 
communication in the space (Mesthrie, 2000).  Alternatively, a textual analysis of Resolution 
67/290 on its own (the only written document that embodies the institutional organization of 
the space) would be inadequate for understanding the order of the space and the limitations 
this sets for communicative action.  While Interactional Sociolinguistics focuses on the study 
of language as interaction, this project aims to study interaction as a language, complete with 
its own social rules and limitations) (Mesthrie, 2000). Therefore, we turn to Symbolic 
Interactionism.  
v. Symbolic Interactionism  
Symbolic Interactionism as a school of thought has been summarized by Herbert 
Blumer, a sociologist interested in social research methodologies (Snow, 2001).  He 
effectively articulates this complex theoretical perspective in three basic premises (Snow, 
2001).  Blumer’s first premise states that people act towards objects and people on the basis 
of the meanings they ascribe to them (Snow, 2001).  This premise affirms the constructed 
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nature of social spaces and lends legitimacy to the idea that these spaces are malleable and 
can be reorganized to be more conducive to effective modes of communication, which is the 
ultimate objective of this project.  The second of Blumer’s premises states that meanings are 
derived through interaction (Snow, 2001).  This suggests that the interaction event is a critical 
site for observation by researchers interested in deconstructing its interaction order, as it is 
the primary location of the production of space.  Focusing on the interaction event as a 
subject of inquiry, as opposed to the documents that constitute the outcome of the interaction 
(which has traditionally been the focus of much interactional sociolinguistic inquiry), is 
important because the interaction event offers a more intimate account of the relevant “spaces 
in between objects.” The interaction event exemplifies the process of interaction in ways that 
documents simply cannot (Mesthrie, 2000).  Importantly, interactive spaces offer insights 
into discursive practices that are not directly represented in the documents that are produced 
as a result of the events that take place in these spaces.  Focusing on the interaction event as 
opposed to its outcome provides an additional level of intimacy and depth to the analysis. 
Blumer’s third premise states that meanings ascribed to objects and people evolve via the 
interpretive process (Snow, 2001).  Again, this premise justifies a focus on the interaction 
event itself because of the importance of discursive face-to-face practices in shaping the 
space. These face-to-face practices constitute the interpretive process at interaction events 
and therefore influence the range of the spaces’ agency.  Each of the three premises of 
Symbolic Interactionism reiterates a constructivist perspective in which discursive practices 
play a defining role in the composition of reality (Mesthrie, 2000).  
Symbolic Interactionism provides a theoretical perspective that embodies many of the 
ontological assumptions of Interactional Sociolinguistics while providing methodologies that 
are appropriate for studying the micro-interpersonal level of interaction necessary to 
understand the case studies in this research project (Snow, 2001).  This makes Interactional 
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Sociolinguistics the ideal theoretical framework for this research project, which seeks to 
document and analyze the Forum and the Thematic Debate as spaces for international 
communication. The project will now turn its attention to operationalizing this theoretical 
perspective via its research methods. 
Research methods 
Analytical framework 
Both the Forum and the Thematic Debate constitute incredibly complex interaction 
events.  Goffman’s theory of face-work provides theoretical concepts that operate within the 
ontological parameters of Symbolic Interactionism and can be used as tools to deconstruct 
interaction events in a fluid, non-linear fashion (Goffman, 1967).  By using Goffman’s work 
on face-to-face interaction we are able to establish that the Forum and the Thematic Debate 
do in fact have an interaction order that can be systematically deconstructed and analyzed 
(Goffman, 1967).  His work acts as a compass within this study; guiding the researcher to the 
parts of the interaction event they should focus their observations on in order to get a better 
understanding of the space.  
 Goffman felt that relations are important in understanding interaction events because 
of the implications they have on the potential agency of groups, famously writing that 
“society is not made up of individuals, but relations between individuals” (Burns, 1992, p. 
25).   His “syntactical approach” to interaction, which ignored systemic categorizations that 
were traditionally deemed important in sociology, such as race and class, was deeply 
criticized by fellow sociologists (Hacking, 2004).  However, dismissing these categories was 
a conscious decision made by Goffman, as he wished to understand the guiding micro 
principles of interaction, as opposed to the macro forces underlying these principles 
(Manning, 1999; Hacking, 2004).  This micro-oriented strategy is what makes Goffman’s 
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work exemplary of Symbolic Interactionism.  He was not primarily concerned with the 
relationship between knowledge and power, as Foucault had been, nor the individual and his 
or her social actions, like Bakhtin (Carroll & Mills, 2005; Hacking, 2004).  Instead he stated, 
“I assume that the proper study of interaction is [...] the syntactical relations among the acts 
of different persons” (Kendon, 1992, p. 6).  As a result, Goffman’s analytical approach to 
interaction provided a revolutionary method of studying interaction when it was first 
developed in the 1960’s (Coleman, 2011). 
Goffman’s description of interaction as orderly, referring to the patterns that define a 
particular interaction as the “interaction order,” made the micro-oriented study of lived 
interaction events as sociological phenomena possible (Goffman, 1967).  Goffman wrote that 
interaction is fundamental to the human experience and when people engage in interaction 
they produce “a line – that is, a pattern” of interaction (Goffman, 1967, p. 5).  It is evident 
from this statement that while Goffman maintains that interaction is a socially constructed 
and abstract process, it must necessarily have an order because when two individuals occupy 
a space together and a state of co-presence is created, the individuals must establish a set of 
rules and expectations to facilitate the interaction (Goffman, 1967).  This orderly character of 
interaction allows participants to engage with and derive meaning from one another 
(Goffman, 1967).  A fusion of the “horizons,” such as that which Bakhtin described in his 
work, becomes possible only because the interaction order is actively negotiated by the 
involved parties (Carroll & Mills, 2005; Goffman 1967; Taylor, 2001).  This fusion of 
horizons is achieved through the establishment of expectations regarding social behaviors: 
manner, dress, language, etc. (Carroll & Mills, 2005; Goffman 1967; Mesthrie, 2000).  
Together, these expectations form a type of social language that is used to communicate 
(Carroll & Mills, 2005; Goffman 1967; Mesthrie, 2000).  It is important to note that the 
particular features of a language (the ‘words’ it makes available to the users) exert influence 
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on what can be expressed in the interaction (Mesthrie, 2000).  For example, the formal 
language, and social expectations typical of a job interview put limitations on what can be 
known by the involved parties about one another. In other words, it shapes the knowledge 
that this interaction event is capable of producing (Mesthrie, 2000).  Goffman stresses this 
point in his theory of face-work.  
In his writing Goffman also notes that interaction is theatrical; it must be performed 
(Goffman, 1967).  Therefore, interaction always leaves behind an observable trail, a “stream 
of signs,” that is available to the audience and provides insights into the rules of conduct that 
guide particular interactions (Goffman, 1967, p. 6).  In order to understand the interaction 
order, Goffman suggests that researchers must observe the performance taking place between 
the involved parties via the “front stage,” a term used to refer to the physical performance of 
the interaction order (Collins, 1998).  Conveniently, the highly organized and staged nature 
of the Forum and the Thematic Debate represent “extreme front stage’s,” where the form of 
interaction not only involves theatrical tactics, it depends on performance as its primary mode 
of communication (Collins, 1998).  This provides an ideal environment for the observation 
and analysis of an interaction event, as such spaces require actors to conform to rigorous 
performance standards, making the location of patterns in the interactive order easier for 
observers (Drew & Wootton, 1992).  
Goffman’s theory of the face-work explains that there are three parts to all interaction 
events: the overall interaction order, the frame of the order and the brackets of the order, 
which are dispersed throughout the space (see Figure 1 below for a visual representation) 
(Goffman, 1967).  As already discussed, the interaction order refers to the overall normative 
pattern of a space (Goffman, 1967).  In contrast, the frame of the interaction order provides 
meaning to various behaviors and acts that take place within the space (Goffman, 1967).  The 
frame is made up of unspoken assumptions that are taken for granted in the space (Goffman, 
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1967).  The frame also puts restraints on what is deemed legitimate, and therefore possible, 
within the space (Mesthrie, 2000). The title Goffman chose to express this concept is fitting, 
as the frame literally acts as a frame of reference for both participants and observers of the 
interaction (Goffman, 1967).   
 
     Figure 1 – Goffman’s three features of interaction events 
From a Symbolic Interactionist perspective, the frame is an especially important part 
of the interaction order because all social actions are assumed to have relative meanings and 
therefore the frame of the interaction is vital to providing the context that stabilizes a 
particular action’s meaning in a particular context (Snow, 2001).  Considering the frame of 
the interaction order allows researchers to satisfy the principle of interactive determination of 
Symbolic Interactionism, as explained by Snow, by taking into account the relationship 
between the interaction and its context (Snow, 2001).  To illustrate this point, consider the 
meaning of a cross in a church.  Here, the cross has a different meaning than it does on the 
side of an ambulance.  The difference between these symbols is not objectively established 
within the signs themselves, it is subjectively established outside of the sign via references to 
the frame in which it is placed (Goffman, 1967).  The frame acts as an anchor by providing 
knowledge that is necessary to understand the subjective meanings of these signs (Goffman, 
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1967).  For example, to understand the “holy cross” at a church, one must know of the 
religion it represents.  This religion is the frame of understanding for what the cross means at 
the church. 
The “right” frame in any given situation is determined using Goffman’s third piece of 
the interaction order, the bracket.  These are the physical symbols of the frame within a 
space.  In the example of the ‘holy cross’ these include the church building itself and the 
props inside of it, as well as churchgoers.  In the example of the cross on the ambulance, 
brackets would include the streets along which the vehicle travels and the paramedic’s 
uniforms those inside of it are wearing.  These signs are the physical manifestations of the 
frame within the interaction event (Goffman, 1967).  We know the difference between the 
cross in the church and on the ambulance because we understand the meanings associated 
with the brackets we can visually identify in each scenario.  By definition, brackets must be 
clearly identifiable to the participants within the space of a given interaction as they compose 
the frame of reference, and therefore serve as ideal subjects for observation which can lead to 
further analysis into its interaction order (Goffman, 1967).  By looking for brackets within 
video footage of the Forum and the Thematic Debate, patterns of discursive practices that 
make them meaningful spaces (frames) will be identified, and new insights into their 
respective interaction orders will be made.  As a result, the distinctive rhythms and patterns in 
these spaces that simultaneously enable and limit the agency of participants will be better 
understood (Mesthrie, 2000).  This analysis will help understand how these diplomatic 
institutions may either encourage or limit communicative action amongst participants. 
Many of the concepts that Goffman writes about in his theory of face-work are also 
expressed in Jurgen Habermas’ theory of communicative action, specifically his description 
of the three parts of interaction events (Goffman, 1967).  First, Goffman’s concept of the 
interaction order is reflected in Habermas’ notion of rationality, which he describes as a 
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normative environment that provides the context for meaning-making in interactive spaces 
(Habermas, 1984).  In this way, rationality is loosely synonymous with the interaction order 
(Goffman, 1967).  Habermas goes on in his work to suggest that rationality is the overarching 
product of the “lifeworld” of a particular space (Habermas, 1984).  The lifeworld is a 
conglomeration of informal normative rules that create the social environment of the space 
(Habermas, 1984).  It embodies assumptions about the world that participants within the 
space are expected to adhere to while participating in it (Habermas, 1984).  If they do not, 
their participation is dismissed because it is deemed nonsensical or illegitimate (Habermas, 
1984).  This idea of the lifeworld is similar to Goffman’s notion of the frame, which he 
describes as the normative context of an interaction event (Goffman, 1967).  The lifeworld is 
a series of frames that together constitute the ideological context of a space (Habermas, 
1984).  Finally, while Goffman suggests that brackets are the key to uncovering the frames 
within a space, and therefore its interaction order, Habermas suggests that validity claims can 
be used instead to provide insight into a space’s respective lifeworld and therefore its overall 
rationality (Habermas, 1984).  These validity claims that Habermas speaks of are a specific 
type of bracket (Goffman, 1967). Both validity claims and brackets act as signifiers of a 
greater social order within the space (Goffman, 1967; Habermas, 1984).  Goffman and 
Habermas seem to make similar arguments. While Goffman suggests that all interaction 
events have an interaction order that is comprised of frames, which are symbolized by 
brackets within the space, Habermas suggests that all interaction events require that 
participants make validity claims via their participation in the space, which together 
constitute a lifeworld that represents an overarching rationality (Goffman, 1967; Habermas, 
1984). 
While Goffman’s theoretical insights about the nature of interaction events makes it 
possible to break them down into manageable parts, Habermas’ work on communicative 
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action expands on Goffman’s work and provides direct prescriptions for studying interaction 
events (Habermas 1984).  Specifically, his discussion of the role of validity claims in 
establishing interactional orders, which he refers to as rationalities, provides tangible 
indicators for researchers to look for when documenting and analyzing discursive spaces 
(Habermas, 1984).  Validity claims are a type of bracket as they “characterize different 
categories of knowledge, embodied in symbolic expression” (Habermas, 1984, p. 131).  
Recognizing this is important because validity claims are present in all interaction events 
where communication between parties takes place, as they are an inherent part of language 
systems. Therefore, validity claims are readily accessible brackets within discursive spaces 
that can help identify the interactional order of a space (Habermas, 1984).  
This research project first uses Goffman’s notions of brackets, frames and the 
interaction order to deconstruct the Forum and the Thematic Debate as interaction events 
(Goffman, 1967).  His framework was chosen over Habermas’ theory of communicative 
action and its notions of the lifeworld and rationality because it is more clear and concise, 
which produces a more manageable analysis (Creswell, 1998).  However, by acknowledging 
the similarities between Goffman and Habermas’ work, this project legitimizes the use of 
Habermas’ notion of the validity claim as the primary ‘bracket,’ or indicator, of the 
interaction order of the Forum and the Thematic Debate. In conclusion, this project uses 
Goffman’s concept of brackets, frames and interaction orders, as well as Habermas’ 
description of the relevance of validity claims to this framework, to systematically document 
and analyze the Forum and the Thematic Debate as examples of symbolic interactions. 
Gathering and organizing the data 
 This research project utilizes videography as a means of operationalizing Goffman 
and Habermas’ theoretical concepts.  A total of five and a half hours of video footage of the 
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Forum, and four hours of video footage of the Thematic Debate, were used as data.  Each of 
the two sets of footage used in this study were acquired from the U.N. Web TV website, 
where video footage of a number of UN proceedings is made available to the public (United 
Nations, Web T.V., 2013, May 16 & September 24).  The footage provides a “fly-on-the-
wall” perspective of the proceedings (United Nations, Web T.V., 2013, May 16 & September 
24).   
Using video footage as a primary source of data is referred to as an extractive-mode 
of videography (Haw & Hadfield, 2011).  This strategy assumes that the footage used is an 
accurate depiction of the reality of the events it represents (Haw & Hadfield, 2011).  The 
decision to rely on video footage of proceedings was made for both practical and strategic 
reasons.  From a practical perspective, the video footage provides a window into the world of 
international diplomatic communication, which is otherwise largely inaccessible.  An attempt 
to overcome the barrier of access to this highly exclusive space, given the time and resource 
constraints of the project, were simply unrealistic.  From a strategic perspective, Goffman 
suggests that interaction events are theatrical by nature and therefore the analysis of such 
events should focus on the performance of actors within the space (Goffman, 1967). 
Extractive videography provides a convenient and credible way of doing this.   
While critics of videography argue that video constructs a tainted version of reality, 
due to the camera’s presence within a space, which may alter actors’ behaviour (Haw & 
Hadfield, 2011), this is largely irrelevant to the study of interaction events as they are 
inherently theatrical.  The participants in these spaces tend to be public professionals 
(Goffman, 1967).  All of the interaction events that they attend on a regular basis are 
videotaped or recorded in some way and made available to the public (Knoblauch & 
Schnettler, 2012).  Because an outside gaze is always present in the space we can assume that 
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it will not influence the results of the study.  Regardless, the performance given by the actors 
involved is exactly what this study aims to observe in the first place. 
 Furthermore, videographic data is unique because it is able to capture the multimodal 
nature of interaction events (Haw & Hadfield, 2011).  These phenomena are not linear; they 
are a rich collage of visual and auditory.  So much is happening at any given moment in the 
video footage that it is impossible for researchers to have a complete grasp of the space at any 
given time (Haw & Hadfield, 2011).  Successful videographic analysis is the result of 
“indenting the micro with the macro”: connecting micro-level behaviors and mannerisms 
with macro-level patterns and processes (Haw & Hadfield, 2011, p. 28).  By respecting the 
complexity of interaction events via videographic data this project was more conducive to 
this sort of cross-level analysis.  
A “logging” method, popular in extractive videographic research, was used to initially 
review the footage (Haw & Hadfield, 2011).  A table then documented the chronology of the 
footage, a description of depicted events, as well as analytical notes (see Appendix A).  
While logging was an important step in initially organizing the data, it also marked the first 
step in the formal analysis (Haw & Hadfield, 2011).  Importantly, during the logging of the 
video a number of patterns emerged, which were noted in the “analytical notes” section of the 
table.  These notes provided a way to manage the overwhelming amount of information 
represented by the videographic data because they identified rituals and mannerisms that 
occurred naturally in the space, which helped develop constructs on which to build the 
analysis (Haw & Hadfield, 2011). Honing-in on particular constructs reduced the amount of 
data that was of relevance to the analysis and made the research project more manageable 
(Haw & Hadfield, 2011). 
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 The process of logging provided a circular methodology that is useful in research 
situations where there is an insider-outsider barrier between the researcher(s) and the subject 
(Haw & Hadfield, 2011).  For example, in this study, the researchers’ distance from, and 
unfamiliarity with, the sphere of international diplomatic communication made it difficult to 
develop research constructs before analyzing the data.  In this situation, logging the data was 
an important step in familiarizing the researcher with the nature of the space and thereby 
helped develop appropriate research constructs that could be used to evaluate the space.  
Instead of forcing preconceived constructs onto the space, this strategy allowed the space to 
speak to the researcher and encouraged organic and genuine observations concerning its 
interaction order (see Appendix A) (Knoblauch & Schnettler, 2012). 
The second part of the analysis consisted of collecting a representative sample of 
speakers’ speeches from both of the interaction events being studied and documenting the use 
of personal pronouns in them. This was intended to connect the micro and macro levels of 
analysis, as is suggested in extractive videographic data analysis theory (Haw & Hadfield, 
2011).  Transcripts of eight speeches were included in the sample: four from the Forum and 
four from the Thematic Debate (see Appendix B).  These speeches were accessed via the 
United Nations archive website (United Nations Sustainable Development Knowledge 
Platform, 2013).  Four different identities were represented in the sample from both of the 
events: Secretary General (Ban Ki Moon at the Forum and Wu Hongbo at the Thematic 
Debate), President of the General Assembly (John Ashe at the Forum and Vuk Jeremic at the 
Thematic Debate), a state representative (Brazil at the Forum and the United Arab Emirates 
at the Thematic Debate), as well as an interest group representative (Gita Sen at the Forum 
and Craig Knowles at the Thematic Debate) (see Table 1 below for an overview of the 
sample of participants whose speeches were included in the data).  Initially, the use of three 
specific personal pronouns was identified in each of the actors’ speeches: ‘us,’ ‘we’ and 
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‘our.’  Each time one of these personal pronouns was used by a speaker it was noted in a 
table, referencing where in the speech it was said and the context of its use (see Appendix C) 
(Fetzer, 2000).  These three personal pronouns were chosen due to the frequency of their use 
within the space.  However, it soon became clear that it was necessary to further distinguish 
between these pronouns, as some of them were used inclusively (inclusive personal pronouns 
or I.P.P.’s) and other were used exclusively (exclusive personal pronouns or EPP’s) by 
speakers (Fetzer, 2000).  
SAMPLE OF PARTICIPANTS 
The Forum The Thematic Debate 
Ban Ki Moon (Secretary General) Wu Hongbo (Secretary General) 
 John Ashe (President)  Vuk Jeremic (President) 
Brazil (State) United Arab Emirates (State) 
Gita Sen on behalf of “Women’s Major Group” 
(interest group) 
Craig Knowles on behalf of “The Murray-Darling 
Basin Authority”  
(interest group) 
Table 1 – Sample of participants from the Forum and the Thematic Debate 
 
I.P.P.’s constitute a bracket within the space; they symbolize frames at work within 
the space that create the relations between actors. They are used frequently by speakers 
within the space to assert knowledge and therefore reflect the reality that has been 
constructed by participants in the space (Fetzer, 2000).  The distinction between I.P.P.’s and 
E.P.P.’s is important because it marks a difference in the expressed relationship between the 
speaker and the audience (Fetzer, 2000).  I.P.P.’s are a specific type of validity claim that 
reflects the level of empathy between actors within a space particularly well because they 
embody assumptions about the relationship between actors in the space (Fetzer, 2000).  For 
example, compare the statement, “Brazil must reduce its greenhouse gas emissions” and “We 
must reduce our greenhouse gas emissions” (see Appendix B, ).  The former statement 
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suggests distance between the speaker and the audience, while the latter suggests intimacy 
between them (this is discussed further in the analysis). Because communicative action 
requires a level of empathy to exist between parties, the use of personal pronouns is an ideal 
indicator of communicative action in the Forum and the Thematic Debate, where the other 
prerequisites for communicative action, safety and equality, are assumed to be pre-
established (United Nations, 1945).  The next step in the analysis was to distinguish I.P.P.’s 
from E.P.P.’s in the sample. This was done using a highlighter; those personal pronouns that 
were previously recorded that were used as I.P.P.’s were highlighted yellow, while those used 
as E.P.P.’s were not (see Appendix C).  
In total, the gathered data consists of two completed logging sheets (see Appendix A), 
a sample of eight speeches (see Appendix B) and eight accompanying tables, which 
document the use of I.P.P.’s and E.P.P.’s by each speaker respectively (see Appendix C).  
Observations and Analysis 
Participant titles: Identity, communication and empathetic relations 
The logging method revealed two important brackets at both the Forum and the 
Thematic Debate: the formal titles by which speakers were referenced at the respective event 
(such as, “President of the General Assembly”) and the speakers’ use of personal pronouns 
(particularly “us,” “we,” and “our,” which were used frequently in both spaces).  The 
relationships observed between these two variables serve as the foundation for the 
forthcoming analysis.  
The first bracket, the formal titles of the speakers, were expressed verbally and 
visually throughout both interaction events.  All speakers were introduced via their respective 
title during the proceedings by the events’ President before they spoke, and all speakers had a 
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placard placed in front of them while they were speaking, which featured their title (United 
Nations, Web T.V., 2013, May 16 & September 24).   
The first finding was that the Forum included actors with a number of titles that were 
not represented at the Thematic Debate.  For example, actors with the title, “Youth 
Representative,” were present at the Forum but not the Thematic Debate (United Nations, 
Web T.V., 2013, May 16 & September 24).  However, all of the titles represented at the 
Thematic Debate were also present at the Forum (United Nations, Web T.V., 2013, May 16 
& September 24).  This comes as no surprise as one of the primary goals in creating the 
Forum was to include a wider range of actors, particularly non-state actors, in its proceedings 
(United Nations General Assembly, 2013).  This observation suggests that the Forum has 
succeeded in this regard.  
The title of speakers is an important bracket because it represents the identity of the 
participants.  Establishing an identity amongst representatives is an important step in 
“understanding one another [which is] a necessary condition for the achievement of the kind 
of agreement that makes cooperative social work possible” (Olafson, 1990, p. 4).  The 
identities that are present in the space play an important part in constructing the relations 
between participants and, consequently, the overall interaction order of the event (Olafson, 
1990).  When actors are identified as representing a particular title they automatically 
emphasize a particular set of relations between themselves and their audience (Olafson, 
1990).  Consequently, a set of relations is produced before the speaker expresses themselves 
verbally. Additionally, when the actors do begin to speak, their title causes them to 
communicate differently with the audience than they may have otherwise (Olafson, 1990).  
As a result, they end up establishing a different relationship with them, which in turn affects 
the agency of the space (Olafson, 1990).  In essence, the participants of the space are playing 
the role of the title that they have been assigned, just as Goffman suggests in his explanation 
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of the interaction event as theatrics (Goffman, 1967).  This performance, in turn, comes with 
expectations of how to interact with the audience (Olafson, 1990). It constitutes a frame of 
the space that participants are expected to abide by.  
The data that was gathered supports this premise in the context of the Forum and the 
Thematic Debate.  It demonstrates that actors who share the same title generally displayed 
similar patterns in their mode of communication at both of the events.  We see evidence of 
this in the line graphs on the next page, which illustrate the I.P.P. usage of Forum and 
Thematic Debate participants, respectively.  The graphs illustrate that the personal pronoun 
“we” was used more often by state representatives in both of these spaces than by interest 
group representatives.  When we consider the I.P.P. usage of the various types of actors in 
tandem with the data documented in the logs, we can infer that the way in which a particular 
actor communicates is correlated to the expectations associated with their predetermined 
titles.   
For example, at both interaction events state representatives tended to speak about 
affairs that have taken place, or are currently taking place, in their own country.  It is 
generally expected that state representatives will contribute to the space in this way: by 
sharing their countries’ experiences with the group.  This expectation results in a particular 
mode of communication on behalf of all of the state representatives. Notably, this mode of 
communication is characterized by talking about one`s country as an exclusive group that is 
‘other,’ in relation to the audience.  State representatives must use the personal pronoun “we” 
in order to fulfil their role in the space, as they are expected to communicate on behalf of a 
state.  Indeed, all state representatives used an exclusive “we” a number of times during the 
course of their speeches at both events, making a clear distinction between insiders (citizens 
of their state) and outsiders (non-citizens). Although this may seem like a trivial observation, 
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the expectation to speak in such a fashion may limit the ability of state representatives to 
engage other actors in international diplomatic settings.   
 
               Figure 2 – I.P.P. usage of Forum participants 
 
 
      Figure 3 – I.P.P. usage of Thematic Debate participants  
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While exclusive “we” statements may be informative, they are emotionally limiting; 
they lack an emotional connection with the majority of the audience whom do not identify as 
citizens of the particular state that a state-representative is speaking on behalf in a given 
context (Krause, 2008).  In fact, within the context of the U.N., exclusive “we” statements 
will always exclude the majority of the audience.   
We can further understand the emotional limitations of exclusive “we” statements by 
considering two contrasting examples from Brazil’s state representative’s address to Forum.  
She speaks about the elimination of poverty as an important step in sustainable development 
using both the inclusive and exclusive “we” throughout her speech (see Appendix D, D3).   
First she says, “We must be aware that, for the first time in the history of humanity, the 
complete and global eradication of extreme poverty is within our reach” (an inclusive “we” 
statement) (see Appendix B, B3).  She follows this statement by saying, “For Brazil, it is a 
goal we are already achieving with all those registered in the program, ‘Brazil Without 
Extreme Poverty’... Now, through the efforts of the Brazilian state, we will include the people 
still left out” (an exclusive “we” statement) (see Appendix B, B3).  In the first statement, the 
representative is speaking to the audience; she is engaging them in a dialogue as they actively 
participate in her narrative.  In contrast, in the second statement she is speaking for the 
audience; the main purpose of her statement is to inform, to tell the audience about something 
that is outside of their own lived experience.  The intimacy of the first inclusive statement 
requires more investment on behalf of the audience, emotionally, and is therefore more likely 
to engage them (Krause, 2008).  The audience is active in this statement because they need to 
buy-in to what she is saying as they are a part of her story.  There is a connection that needs 
to be made between the values of the speaker and the audience, which results in a closer 
relationship between the two in the space (Krause, 2008).  In the second exclusive statement, 
the audience are merely treated as distanced listeners who are only able to take away a lesson 
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from the foreign Brazilian experience being communicated to them.  This type of 
unemotional statement is unlikely to resonate as strongly with the audience because it does 
not require them to be active in the communication (Krause, 2008).  
The inclusive and exclusive modes of communication that were observed at the 
Forum and the Thematic Debate are important because they constitute significant frames 
within these spaces, which thereby affect the interaction order of these two events (Goffman, 
1967).  Specifically, the inclusive and exclusive frames had an effect on the level of 
audience-speaker engagement (Fetzer, 2000; Goffman, 1967; Krause, 2008).  This resulted in 
engaged versus unengaged interaction orders.  Although this dichotomy is simplistic and not 
absolute, it is useful in distinguishing between the two distinct orders that were observed. 
The effect that the two frames had on the overall interaction orders can be seen by 
observing the relationship between the relative mode of communication used (inclusive “we” 
or exclusive “we” statements) and the corresponding level of engagement between speakers 
and their audience, which is indicated by the behavioral observations documented in each of 
the logs. There was a positive correlation between I.P.P. usage and engagement observed in 
the logs.  At the Forum, where there was an overall increase in the use of I.P.P.’s, this spaces’ 
audience showed behavioral signs of engagement that were not present at the Thematic 
Debate.  These behavioral indicators serve as brackets of an inclusive frame and interaction 
order.   
For example, the audience at the Forum clapped after most speakers gave their 
speeches.  This first occurred after Gita Sen, an interest group representative, spoke at the 
Forum’s Opening Session.  The audience’s clapping is a symbol within the space that 
suggests that they were genuinely listening to her speech and related to it in a meaningful 
way.  Their clapping essentially represents their approval of her message.  We can infer this 
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from the discrepancy used by clappers. Not all speakers received a clapping ovation.  Those 
that did, ‘earned’ this symbolic recognition from the audience in some way, which suggests 
that the audience felt engaged via their message. 
 Another bracket that indicated increased levels of engagement at the Forum was the 
nature of the speeches delivered at the event, which were more interactive and spontaneous 
than those observed at the Thematic Debate.  Speakers regularly cited those who spoke 
before them, connecting the messages of previous speakers with their own and engaging in a 
common dialogue.  For example, instead of repeating verbatim what another participant had 
previously said, speakers at the Forum would acknowledge the prior speaker’s contribution 
before summarizing their contribution in their own words.  For example, “As His Excellency 
Doctor John Ashe pointed out...” would be stated before a repetitive statement was made at 
the Forum.  This practice indicates that the audience is actively listening to speakers at the 
event and suggests a level of respect amongst all participants.  This reflexive discourse was 
not present at the Thematic Debate.  Instead of acknowledging others contributions, speakers 
would simply repeat previously expressed messages, sometimes verbatim.  
In addition to these specific observations, the audience at the Forum was generally 
more courteous and respectful than the audience at the Thematic Debate.  This was evident 
from the logs, which noted that there was much less talking to neighbours, cell phone use, 
sudden unexplained absences, etc., made by the audience while actors were delivering their 
speeches to them.  The increased level of engagement at the Forum, as observed throughout 
the logs, correlates with a greater overall use of I.P.P.’s in this space as compared to the 
Thematic Debate, which supports the notion that inclusive language is positively correlated 
with audience engagement and may in fact encourage increased levels of engagement by an 
audience (United Nations, Web T.V., 2013, May 16).   
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The data suggests that who you are in the space influences how you speak to your 
audience, and how you speak to them in-turn changes your influence on the space.  Indeed, 
the way participants speak to one another seems to affect the audience’s level of engagement.  
This begs the question: if some identities are more effective than others at facilitating the 
intimate, emotional types of discourse that are necessary to develop engagement and empathy 
amongst actors (the missing ingredient for communicative action in institutionalized 
diplomatic spaces at the U.N.), shouldn’t these identities be strategically encouraged within 
the space, instead of those identities that are currently included in the space? 
Unequal and hierarchical titles 
The data collected in this study not only shows consistency between the discursive 
contributions of actors that share a common title, it also illustrates the contrast between those 
with different ones.  This suggests that not all of the titles present at the Forum and the 
Thematic Debate are equal.  We can see this by comparing Secretary General Ban Ki Moon’s 
concluding commentary with that of Brazil’s state representative, both speaking at the 
Forum.  Moon finishes his speech by saying, “The U.N. system will support you.  Thank 
you” (see Appendix D, D1, p. 2).  In contrast, the state representative of Brazil, at the same 
event, finished her address by saying, “I call upon all: let us face these challenges together 
and head-on.  This is the path to the future we want” (see Appendix D, D3, p. 6).  The 
statements, made by two different actors, illustrate the difference in the relationship between 
the Secretary General of the United Nations and the Forum audience, and the various state 
representatives and the Forum audience.  It is evident that the Secretary General is a superior, 
almighty actor within the space.  In his address he speaks on behalf of the U.N. and has the 
authority to claim that the system will support the audience.  By referring to the audience as 
“you” he suggests a distance between himself and the audience, from which he is removed 
from (notice that “you,” which offers insight into the relationship, is a pronoun).  On the 
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other hand, the statement made by the representative of Brazil is more equal and intimate.  
She is talking to her audience as though they are her equivalents: “...let us face these 
challenges together” (again, notice that “us” is also a pronoun), she says (see Appendix D, 
D3, p. 6).  Her more intimate relationship with her audience enables her to communicate with 
them on a deeper level.  She speaks to them, not for them, the way that Secretary General 
Ban Ki Moon does.  Her remarks are made for the purpose of entering a dialogue, as opposed 
to providing inspiration.   
Such micro examples of the discursive contributions of individual actors, when 
considered alongside macro-patterns at these events, suggest that certain titles, or identities, 
hold privileged positions at both the Forum and the Thematic Debate.  In fact, the 
organization of the space produces a hierarchy.  For example, the data shows that those 
speakers who are featured in the “opening statements” at both events are privileged in a 
number of ways: they get to speak first, which is important in setting the tone for the rest of 
the proceedings; they are allotted more time to speak than those who speak at later times 
during the event; they also tend to be the only actors who have the opportunity to speak more 
than once at the event (United Nations, Web T.V., 2013, May 16).  It was noted that two 
titles in particular were always included in the opening statements, the Secretary General of 
the U.N. as well as the President of the General Assembly.  This observation suggests that 
these are two of the most privileged titles within the space.  
The disconnect between titles and I.P.P. usage: The importance of leadership  
In the sample taken from the data, which controlled for titles as a variable in 
discursive outcomes by including the same titles from both events, it is evident that although 
titles may produce identities that are more or less conducive to taking part in empathetic and 
engaging modes of communication, these titles do not directly determine discursive 
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outcomes.  In other words, actors with the same title in different spaces are able to partake in 
completely different modes of communication.  This is made blatantly obvious by the 
contrast between the I.P.P. usage of President of the General Assembly John Ashe, at the 
Forum, and President of the General Assembly Vuk Jeremic, at the Thematic Debate.  
Although both these actors played the role of the President of the General Assembly at their 
respective events, Ashe used twenty-eight I.P.P.’s during his opening speech, while Jeremic 
only used one.  This dramatic difference is proof of the flexibility of actors within their pre-
established roles in the space.  While the titles assigned to actors may act as a burden in some 
respects, this barrier can ultimately be overcome. It should be noted that such a disparity in 
I.P.P. usage was not seen in comparisons between other types of actors (for example, state 
representatives had relatively unchanged levels of I.P.P. usage across both events).  This 
suggests that certain types of actors may have more flexibility within their roles than others.  
When we consider the difference between the discursive contributions of President 
John Ashe and President Vuk Jeremic, as well as the overall increase in the usage of I.P.P.’s 
at the Forum, we start to appreciate the influence that single actors can have in socially 
constructed discursive spaces.  It appears that the use of I.P.P.’s by actors with privileged 
titles within the space (those assigned leadership positions at the events) is positively 
correlated with the use of I.P.P.’s by other actors, who contribute to the space after the 
leaders have set the tone for the event.  It is unlikely that this is a coincidence.  Instead, the 
Presidents of these events are likely exerting social influence over the space and making 
room for the actors who follow their opening speeches to communicate outside of the pre-
existing status quo social environment.  By pushing the boundaries and speaking to each 
other in a new way, in this case a more personal and emotionally meaningful manner, they let 
the other actors in the space know that this is acceptable, and even encouraged, within the 
space.  This in turn allows participants to break new ground in their venture for international 
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cooperation because they are producing new kinds of knowledge together and forming new 
kinds of relations and partnerships. The influence of the Presidents of the Forum and the 
Thematic Debate on the discursive contributions of other actors at the events that they resided 
over suggests that the hierarchies that operate within the interaction event may actually have 
the potential to encourage communicative action, instead of hindering it.  Those who have 
positions of authority within the established hierarchies seem to have the ability to use them 
as a tool for negotiating new frames and orders within the space.   
Summary of findings 
In summary, this study made four significant findings.  First, it found that the Forum 
did in fact include a wider range of actors than the Thematic Debate, as it set out to do in its 
mandate.  This was evident from the diversity of titles represented visually and verbally 
throughout the space. It also found that the titles assigned to actors in both of the spaces 
enacted expectations onto actors about what form their discursive contributions should take. 
This in turn evoked particular modes of communication to be used by particular actors.  We 
see evidence of this in the data that suggests a general consistency in the use of I.P.P.’s 
between actors in both spaces.  Furthermore, the study found that I.P.P. usage was positively 
correlated with levels of engagement at the Forum and Thematic Debate.  Since engagement 
is encouraged by the use of emotional rhetoric, I.P.P.’s, which indicate empathetic relations 
between a speaker and his or her audience, can be utilized as both a tool to measure and 
create engagement between parties in diplomatic institutions.  Finally, the study found that 
both the Forum and the Thematic Debate have a hierarchical order, which privileges some 
actors over others.  Furthermore, the study suggests that this hierarchy can be utilized to 
encourage an increased use of I.P.P.’s by providing the leadership necessary to renegotiate 
the normative frames active in both spaces.  This can be used as a strategy to make the spaces 
more conducive to communicative action. 
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Conclusion 
Evaluating communicative action in international diplomatic institutions 
This project evaluated the Forum as a discursive space for international diplomacy, 
specifically its ability to facilitate communicative action amongst state representatives.  In 
order to do this a comparative approach was taken, where the Forum, considered to be a new 
and alternative way of conducting international diplomacy, was contrasted with the Thematic 
Debate, which represents a traditional diplomatic space.  The research question guiding this 
effort was three fold; it asked: is the Forum really different from traditional diplomatic 
institutions, how exactly is the Forum different and how do these differences affect the 
potential for cooperative action?   
In order to answer these questions, a constructivist perspective was adopted, which 
acknowledges interaction as a fundamentally social process where the relations between the 
involved parties define the interaction event itself (Finnemore & Sikkink, 2001).  More 
specifically, Symbolic Interactionism was the foundational theoretical paradigm for the 
project, as this school of thought praises interaction events as meaningful subjects of inquiry 
in and of themselves (Snow, 2001).  Two analytical frameworks that operate within a 
Symbolic Interactionist paradigm that highlights the importance of the process of interaction, 
were combined to produce an appropriate analytical framework to deconstruct the Forum and 
Thematic Debate.  First, Goffman’s discussion of the interaction as theatrics and his notion of 
the interaction order, taken from his theory of face-work, were used to identify the parts of 
the interaction event that were relevant to this research endeavor (Goffman, 1967).  
Goffman’s description of the three parts of interaction events – brackets, frames and 
interaction orders – provided the initial roadmap for the project.  Habermas’ discussion of 
rationality and validity claims from his theory of communicative action complimented this 
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roadmap by providing additional insights into the relationship between the various parts of 
the interactions, as well as prescriptions as to how to identify brackets in discursive spaces 
(via validity claims) (Habermas, 1984). Overall, this project documents the Forum, a new 
form of international diplomatic institution, from a constructivist perspective.  By combining 
the work of Goffman and Habermas it demonstrates the enormous influence that the social 
interactions of a space can have on its discursive outcomes (Taylor, 2001).  
Once an appropriate analytical framework was developed, extractive video analysis 
was used to operationalize Goffman’s and Habermas’ concepts (Haw & Hadfield, 2011).  
This methodology provided a window into the highly exclusive world of international 
diplomacy.  It also provided a way to study a highly complex social space.  Logging, a 
common video analysis technique, was used to document the macro-patterns within the 
Forum and the Thematic Debate (Haw & Hadfield, 2011).  Meanwhile, a sample of speeches 
given by the same actors at both events allowed for a micro-level speech pattern analysis 
(Fetzer, 2000).  Specifically, the use of I.P.P.’s was used to gage the level of empathy 
between the participants in each of the two case studies.  
Together, the collected micro and macro data resulted in four concrete findings.  First, 
the Forum’s main difference from other international diplomatic institutions is the diversity 
of actors represented within the space.  This can be seen in the range of speaker titles in the 
space which are represented both visually and orally throughout the event.  Second, the titles 
at the Forum and the Thematic Debate constitute roles that place expectations on those 
individuals who embody them.  It was found that the titles of speakers at the Forum and the 
Thematic Debate correlated with particular modes of communication.  Two modes were 
especially obvious: inclusive communication and exclusive communication.  These modes 
constitute frames within the space.  These frames were distinguishable by noting the use of 
I.P.P.’s or E.P.P.’s of particular groups of speakers.  Thirdly, the data suggests that although 
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titles can influence the discursive contributions of actors, they are by no means absolute. 
Actors do actively negotiate their roles in the space, as well as the overall frames in the space, 
which help define the overall interaction order.  Lastly, a hierarchy of identities was 
identified at both the Forum and Thematic Debate.  This hierarchy may actually be able to 
support the development of more inclusive discourse in highly organized institutional spaces 
for international diplomacy by using privileged identities as leaders who have the power to 
establish frames that lead to more engaged and inclusive interaction orders.  
 Throughout this project the influence of institutionalized interaction orders on the 
agency of actors is demonstrated by the relationships documented between the titles of 
participants at the Forum and the Thematic Debate, and their corresponding modes of 
communication (as represented by the use of I.P.P.’s).  The actors’ roles embody the enacted 
relationship between institutionalized interaction orders and the agency of actors within in, as 
expressed throughout their framing capacity.  Their modes of communication, in turn, affect 
the level of engagement in the space and determine the potential agency of the space. 
A new era of international diplomacy 
This project has documented the beginning of a new era in international diplomacy as 
represented by the inaugural session of the Forum.  In this new era, diplomatic institutions are 
starting to be understood as spaces for dialogical processes and participatory governance, as 
opposed to the presentation of isolated monologues.  A constructivist understanding of 
international diplomacy is necessary in order for the international community to make 
progress on a number of global challenges in the twenty-first century.  It is imperative that we 
look past the fragmented “parts” that such spaces are composed of and towards the larger 
processes and power dynamics at work within them, as these are the features that dictate the 
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ultimate agency of such spaces (Simpson & Mayr, 2010).  And, perhaps more importantly, 
these are the features of the space that are within our control (Simpson & Mayr, 2010). 
Acknowledging the importance of form and process in international diplomatic 
institutions suggests that there are a number of ways that both organizers and participants can 
control the interaction order of such events.  This is an optimistic finding that empowers the 
individuals responsible for organizing and participating in international diplomacy; it allows 
them to control how empathetic, engaging and proactive these spaces are. The first step in 
exercising this control is acknowledging that these spaces are socially constructed 
environments (Finnemore & Sikkink, 2001; Mesthrie, 2000; Simpson & Mayr, 2010; Taylor, 
2001).  The ontological assumptions that accompany this realization allow organizers and 
participants to take responsibility for the form and function of international diplomatic 
institutions, and thereby the global challenges that are at stake within these spaces. 
A number of variables have been identified in this project that can help organizers of 
future diplomatic institutions create more inclusive, engaged and proactive spaces.  In the 
ideal diplomatic institution, whose objective it is to facilitate communicative action, the 
identities that are constructed for participants within the space should be oriented around 
universal themes, such as human emotion and transnational issues, instead of state interests 
(Krause, 2008).  Ideally, representatives of broad interest groups (such as international 
environmental groups) should be assigned leadership positions in diplomatic spaces, as 
opposed to state representatives, in order to ensure engagement with a broad-spectrum of 
audience members. These actors’ identities lend themselves to inclusive oriented themes that 
are more likely to emotionally resonate with diverse audience members and inspire them to 
become more engaged in the proceedings (Krause, 2008).  Human emotion should be 
leveraged, instead of deemed inappropriate and shunned, in leaders’ communications. They 
offer a strategic means of creating an inclusive community within the space, where 
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participants are able to establish connections with one another that exceed the limits of 
nation-state identities (Krause, 2008).  In order to develop this type of utopian diplomatic 
institution, participants should be educated on the role of language, and particularly I.P.P.’s 
in developing inclusive discursive environments (Fetzer, 2000).  This does not require 
teaching participants about inclusive and exclusive personal pronouns, per say, but instead 
mandating that institutional bodies encourage this type of behaviour in their environments. 
The comparison between the Forum and the Thematic Debate suggests that the Forum 
provides an example of a step in the right direction in this regard.  Resolution 67/290, which 
called for a more “inclusive” and “practical” space for international diplomacy on sustainable 
development, embodies many of the prescriptions given in this project.  The data regarding 
the use of I.P.P.’s in the space, as well as the diversity of titles invited to partake in the 
proceeding, shows a conscious effort by organizers and leaders of the Forum to make a real 
strategic transition in the way international diplomacy is conducted.  The model set by this 
institutional body should be replicated throughout the U.N. and other organizations that are 
responsible for facilitating international dialogues.  
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Appendix 
Appendix A  
A1 – Log 1: General Assembly Thematic Debate 
 
LOG 1 
Sustainable Development and Climate Change: Practical Solutions in the Water-Energy Nexus, 
General Assembly Thematic Debate 
Retrieved from: 
http://webtv.un.org/meetings-events/watch/sustainable-development-and-climate-change-practical-
solutions-in-the-water-energy-nexus-general-assembly-thematic-debate/2387405209001 
TIME  BRIEF DESCRIPTION ANALYTICAL NOTES 
OPENING 
CEREMONY 
  
0-10 Before formal proceedings; 
Wide shot with people informally 
interacting 
 
10-21 President of the General Assembly calls 
order, starts meeting, greet participants 
 
21- 2:10 President expands on purpose of meeting 
and thanks ‘honorary’ guests who made 
significant contributions to the event 
 
2:10-3:35 President speaks to the history of the 
event and why the representatives are 
there; Rio+20  
 
3:35-5:15 Scientific climate change facts presented; 
Used to persuade of the need for change; 
Scare tactics 
 
5:15-5:54 Relationship between energy and water 
described  
 
5:54-8:10 “Excellencies, in my opinion...”;  
President speaks about the four 
dimensions of development; 
Gives examples of positive achievements 
 
8:10-10:00 President speaks about organizational 
challenges;  
Speaks about the “responsibility of 
nations” for the first time; 
Distinguishes between “we” and “the 
poor”; “out markets” 
*9:47 – clearly reading script/turns page 
 
10:00-10:25 President speaks about “our” obligations 
and responsibilities  
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10:25-11:20 “I believe...”; 
Man to the right of the President is 
flipping through a book/disengaged 
*10:50 – “our new strategy” 
*Implies that the participants are the 
solution and have control of the future   
11:20-11:30 First mention of “the experts”;  
“we hope that their insights help us make 
choices...” 
Clear hierarchy; asymmetry; insiders and 
outsiders 
11:30-12:00 President expresses his diagnosis of the 
problem: a lack of appreciation of the 
crisis and a lack of action on the part of 
event participants; 
“we have the tools, we need to use them” 
 
12:00-12:15 “We are not doing enough”; 
Thank you 
*We – constantly repeated: inclusive or 
exclusive? Suggestive of the perspective of 
participants. 
12:15-12:25 “I will now give the floor to...” Mr. 
Hongbo, Under Secretary General for 
Economic and Social Affairs 
 
12:25-12:35 Hongbo greets his audience  
*camera angle changes 
 
12:35-13:30 Hongo speaks on behalf of the Secretary 
General; 
“And I quote...”; 
Men sitting behind him are talking and 
giggling while Hongbo talks about why 
this is a “very important” meeting 
*3:15 has trouble reading his speech; 
speaks in monotone voice 
*suggests insincerity 
13:30-13:50 Hongbo: “What we need to do...”  
13:50-15:50 Hongbo: “As we look into the future”; 
Science scare tactics; 
“We” must”... as we consider what to do 
about this [climate change] 
*14:57 – repeats what President said 
earlier about the CO2 levels in the 
atmosphere reaching record levels 
*suggests a disregard for other speaker; 
lack of listening 
15:50-17:23 Hongbo talks about Rio+20 where 
“governments” did ‘X’ 
*16:20 – men behind Hogbo whispering 
and giggling 
**17:08 – “our children deserve”  
** Personal narrative used; clear 
representation of empathy? 
17:23-17:35 Random shot of Mexico representative 
once Hongbo is done speaking;  
No dialogue  
 
17:35-17:41 President thanks Hongbo  
17:41-17:51 President introduces next speaker: Al 
Jaber 
 
17:51-24:30 Al Jaber speaks: 
18:39 – women walks around distributing 
papers 
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18:50 – Man on right of Al Jaber flipping 
through papers 
19:40 – Jaber speaks of “Our problems” 
and “our neighbors”  
21:40 – “but we are not acting alone”; 
“supporting other countries” 
23:08 – “ the challenges we face are 
global... “we must cooperate”  
24:28 – clicks off his mic 
24:30-24:41 President thanks Jaber  
*again identifies him as “Minister of State 
of the United Arab Emirates” 
*the way that Jaber and other speakers are 
introduced represents what identities are 
emphasized in the space; shows what 
matters/takes primacy in the space 
24:42-24:54 President introduces Sachs *again, introduction starts with title; see 
above note 
24:54-45:17 Sachs speaks 
First speakers whose name tag displays a 
“plain” name 
*25:50 – also mentions the record of CO2 
particles BUT acknowledges that this has 
been mentioned by “X” and “Y” 
previously 
More emotion in his voice/more 
animated than other speakers thus far 
**Crossed arms, leaning forward; much 
less formal in his posture 
First not to read 
***26:33 – “and suddenly you see this 
spike... that is us. That is humanity.” 
*27:00 – addresses audience as ladies 
and gentlemen 
28:22 – refers to “us” as a species 
**30:20 – we are in an estuary here in 
NYC 
30:38 – laughs (first time any does this) 
31:49 – references the use of visuals (7th 
street under water due to flooding) 
32:02- “this isn’t rich and poor... this is 
everybody” 
32:09 – “rich people think they are 
immune to this, but they aren’t” 
32:39- refers to the audience as “ladies 
and gentlemen” again 
***34:31- man to the right of Sachs is 
fidgeting and folding up a small piece of 
paper 
*35:30 – “you’re told we have too many 
problems, we don’t want to deal with 
anyone else’s problems”  
35:39 – “that’s the anthropocy, welcome 
to it!” 
*suggests he is listening; first sign of 
dialogue as opposed to reading separate 
and unrelated speeches; interacts with the 
participants – NOT done by state 
representatives thus far 
**suggests a level of informality 
***”us” used in a different context; not 
exclusive but inclusive. 
*contrast to “your excellencies, 
dignitaries,” etc. that have been used up to 
this point; redefines the participants  
**similarity of the group as a collective is 
pointed out 
***suggests that he is not listening and not 
taking the situation seriously 
*we = state 
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37:08 – oriental man behind Sachs checks 
the time, makes a comment to his 
neighbor and laughs 
37:25 – “Is that good for our kids?... I 
don’t think so; it’s terrifying.” 
33:17 –“ today we are talking  talking 
about solutions”... “otherwise we could 
just go home and cry” [laughs] 
39:59 – “As you have already heard” 
41:40 – Africa with the most solar 
potential lacks electrification [jokes, 
laughs at irony] 
41:55 – “ladies and gentlemen” 
42:16 – “an integrated vision...” 
42:40 – “and to good governance... and 
that’s not  
**44:53 – “I say our, I mean the General 
Assembly” 
45:17-45:29 President thanks Sachs 
-uses formal title to do so 
 
45:29 – 46:46 President outlines procedural information 
*encourages ‘interactive’ character of the 
proceedings after Keynote Speakers 
*Do keynote speakers encourage or 
discourage interaction in the space? 
KEYNOTE 
SPEAKERS 
  
46:46-46:55 President introduces Potocnik (w/formal 
title) 
 
46:56-47:18 Transition time between Potocnik’s 
introduction by the President and his 
speech 
*Hongbo asks President something, get’s 
up, leaves 
Many participants leave the room at this 
time 
*signals hierarchy 
47:19-58:46 Potocnik speaks 
47:20 – “distinguished guests, 
excellencies, ladies and gentlemen” 
First participant that stands  
Reading speech 
51:20 – stops reading, starts speaking 
51:49 – makes a reference to Sachs’ talk 
52:42 – men in background on phones 
and talking 
*53:27 – “we must have integrity...” 
54:16-54:41 – silence (technical diff.) 
56:30- “we, the international community” 
57:10 – “ladies and gentlemen” 
58:10 – refers to Sachs again 
58:40 – refers to us [humans] as a species 
*refers to participants personally 
58:47-59:10 President introduces Tesira (using her 
title first, before name) 
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59:11-1:10:15 Tesira speaks 
Uses the same formal greeting to address 
the audience 
Dressed much less formally (sweater with 
arms rolled up and skirt) 
1:01:03- “our” [Brazil’s] 
1:01:46 – messes up (loses spot on page) 
and apologizes: “sorry” 
“we” [refer to states generally] 
 
1:10:15-
1:10:25 
President thanks Tesira  
Uses her formal title 
 
1:10:26 – 
1:10:49 
*President welcomes “Mrs. Beata Jac... 
Minister of Environment of Poland”  
President asks the Minister of State of the 
UAE to take over as President of the 
meeting; President gets up to leave 
Wide camera shot 
*first time ‘Mrs’ is used before formal title 
1:10:50-
1:18:29 
Beata speaks 
Before she starts a photographer can be 
seen taking her picture while she poses 
Content much the same as other speakers 
thus far (very repetitive)  
*1:15:49 – “we need all nations” 
**1:17:35 – 1st time there is bottom-up 
discourse; “people are telling us” [in our 
country] 
***1:18:07 – shares a Polish phrase and 
translates it to English for the audience 
*acknowledges states as the primary units 
of the international community 
** only time so far that citizens have been 
given a voice 
***suggests that ideas and values exist 
across borders 
1:18:35-
1:19:24 
Al Jaber (new President) thanks the 
“Minister of Poland” and welcomes 
“speakers from the front line” 
*Introduces the first speaker as “Mr. 
Pachauri, Chairman of the ICPP” 
*first time a non-state representative is 
not introduced via their title 
1:19:25-
1:33:14 
Pachauri speaks 
Dressed less formally  (first participant 
wearing color – green shirt; wipes his 
nose and clears his throat a number of 
times throughout the speech) 
“I’m not going to review facts”...  
22:10 – expresses a dichotomy between 
‘developed’ and ‘developing’ countries 
*Name tag does not include a title 
24:20 “so in other words...” [goes on to 
summarize what he has just read]; 
informal 
24:47 – takes a drink and starts to choke 
28:35 – “So I think”  
31:27 – “cross country cooperation” 
*32:03 – talks about his 24 year old 
college 
32:30-quotes Ghandi 
*the title of “Dr.” Is not acknowledged by 
the delegate’s name tag 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
*gives him a voice; again representation of 
the people (Beata) 
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1:33:15 President thanks, “The Chairman of the 
ICC and director of...” 
*does not say Pachauri’s name at all 
President “gives the floor” to “Mr. 
Knowles, Chair of the Murray-Darling 
Basin Authority of Australia” 
*suggestive of a hierarchy of identities 
within the space 
1:34:00 Knowles speaks 
“Excellencies, ...” [same formal greeting] 
*34:20-quotes Tom Travaro [Aboriginee] 
35:20-weird camera angle; speaker in 
lower left corner (from an angle) 
36:55-refers to Sachs speech: “As he said” 
37:33-“we’ve suffered” [Australian’s] 
42:40-“6 lessons from the front line” 
*again, representation of others in the 
space 
1:45:13 President thanks Knowles and introduces 
Tubiana 
 
1:45:34 Tubiana speaks 
*“Thank you, and thank you for the 
extremely timely workshop...” 
**46:05-“the challenge has been well 
demonstrated [by other speakers] 
46:54-“out planet” [humans] 
***48:00-focuses her talk on markets 
*54:00-gives good examples of what 
many countries are doing   
55:02 – “ladies and gentlemen” 
**56:13-references film and narrative 
*communicated on a micro-level with the 
individual participants of the event 
**acknowledgment of other speakers 
***transnational topic 
*her speech is centered around issues, not 
countries themselves; although these have 
a clear place in her argument/speech 
**another transnational topic 
1:57:02 President thanks Tubiana and welcomes 
“Mr. Rockstrom, the Director of...” 
 
1:57:41 Rockstrom speaks 
“Excellencies, ladies and gentlemen” 
[formal greeting] 
No title on his name tag 
Content of his speech is mostly scientific 
data 
Speaks of ‘we’ as a species [humans] 
02:52- “As Rajendra Pachuari already 
pointed out” 
03:37-man to the left of Rockstrom 
actually seems to be paying attention; 
turns around to look at the visual 
presented on large screen behind him 
*04:18-“you all know” 
**05:16-“This is what I think is the most 
important...” 
06:28-mentions states for the first time 
[Norway] 
06:34-major arm jestures 
***8:15-“Jeffrey Sachs already pointed 
out that” 
10:20-references Ban Ki Moon 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
*directly personal 
** again, directly personal 
***not only refers to other speakers, but 
calls them by their first and last name only 
[no title at all, not even “Dr.” or 
“Professor”] 
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12:50-‘we’ can [participants] 
13:06-“it’s all a human agenda” 
2:14:12 President thanks Rockstrom 
President outlines procedural information 
regarding the next portion of the event, 
the Interactive Debate 
Three minutes allotted for each speaker 
14:32-“I would like to give the floor to the 
distinguished delegate of...”  
 
INTERACTIVE  
DEBATE 
  
2:14:35 Representative of the Group of 77 and 
China speaks 
*14:36-makes a joke about three minute 
limit  
Reads his statement, as opposed to 
speaking or ‘debating’ 
Content of his speech is repetitive 
*suggests less serious tone to the 
interactive debate 
2:20:00 President thanks speaker and introduces 
next speaker [formally, using title] 
 
2:20:58 Representative of the EU speaks 
“we” [the EU member states] 
*Does not respond in any way to previous 
speaker’s comments; disjointed ‘debate’ 
*suggests participants are not listening to 
each other; not speaking to one another, 
but at one another 
2:23:58 President thanks speaker and introduces 
next speaker [formally, using title] 
 
2:24:40 Krzyghistan speaks 
Speaks in a different language [translation 
in English not available, even in ‘English’ 
version of the video] 
Also reading, as opposed to speaking 
President does not enforce the three 
minute time limit on speakers 
 
2:27:47 President thanks speaker and introduces 
next speaker [formally, using title] 
 
2:28:02 Costa Rica speaks 
Speaks in Spanish [translation in English 
not available, even in ‘English’ version of 
the video] 
 
2:33:49 President thanks speaker and introduces 
next speaker [formally, using title] 
 
2:34:00 Uzbekistan speaks 
*Focuses on expressing particular 
projects/ideas [renewable energy]; ‘this is 
what we are doing’ 
*information sharing as opposed to 
normative statements 
2:37:52 President thanks speaker and introduces 
next speaker [formally, using title] 
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2:37:58 Germany speaks 
* thanks participants for “very interesting 
information” 
Suggests/asks if it would be possible to 
have the visual presentation printed and 
handed out to participants after the event 
“And you, ________, pointed out” 
 
*suggests a dialogue is going on; sharing 
ideas and listening to others 
2:40:38 President thanks speaker and introduces 
next speaker [formally, using title] 
 
2:40:50 Namibia speaks 
*“Clearly there is an international 
consensus” 
42:42-adds land use as an important 
dimension of the water-energy nexus 
**44:00-“Mr. President, desertification 
is” 
*responds to the event; expresses she has 
been listening 
**addresses the President as opposed to 
the audience of participants (?) 
 
2:44:58 President thanks speaker and introduces 
next speaker [formally, using title] 
 
3:14:07 South Africa speaks 
*“Mr. Chair” 
Many people get out of their seat and 
start leaving the event 
49:50-speaks to “developing nations” 
*addresses the Chair (President) instead of 
the audience 
3:50:24 President thanks speaker and introduces 
next speaker [formally, using title] 
 
3:51:00 Lithuania speaks 
Brings up many questions in speech: 
51:46-“who is going to pay for that?” 
 
CLOSING 
STATEMENTS 
  
3:53:59 President thanks speaker and brings the 
meeting to an end 
 
“Thank you [to all]”  
“and the meeting is adjourned” [gavel] 
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Appendix A 
A2 – Log 2: The Forum  
 
LOG 2 
The First Inaugural Meeting of the High Level Political Forum for Sustainable Development 
Theme: “Building the Future We Want: from Rio+20 to the post 2015 development agenda 
Retrieved from: 
http://webtv.un.org/search/part-1-high-level-political-forum-on-sustainable-
development/2691095489001?term=high-level%20political#full-text 
http://webtv.un.org/search/part-2-high-level-political-forum-on-sustainable-
development/2695427860001?term=high-level%20political 
http://webtv.un.org/search/part-3-high-level-political-forum-on-sustainable-
development/2695491437001?term=high-level%20political  
TIME  BRIEF DESCRIPTION ANALYTICAL NOTES 
OPENING 
CEREMONY 
  
0-14:29 President speaks 
“President of the Economic and Social 
Council, Secretary General, 
excellencies, ladies and gentlemen, it is 
my honour to...” 
0:18-gavel knock 
0:21-“I should like to extend a warm 
welcome to all of you...” 
1:04-“As representatives are aware, 
this meeting is held in accordance with 
paragraph ...” Goes on to explain 
procedures 
1:16-makes a joke: “In case you didn’t 
know, that’s me” [Ban Ki Moon laughs] 
Speaks about what the forum should 
be 
14:30-introduces “His Excellency, Ban 
Ki Moon 
 
KEYNOTE 
SPEAKERS 
  
14:30 – 24:58 Ban Ki Moon speaks 
“Excellencies...” [formal greeting] 
“Your forum is” 
Starts speaking in French [No English 
translation available] 
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24:59 – 25:01 President thanks speaker and 
introduces next speaker as “The 
President of the Economic and Social 
Council” (ECOSOC) 
 
25:02 – 34:49 President of ECOSOC speaks 
“We have a great responsibility as high 
political officials... to citizens”  
 
35:50 – 41:28 President introduces “His Excellency, 
Prime Minister of Italy”  
[we] have a moral and political 
responsibility 
“nobody should be left behind” 
“If we want sustainable development 
for all people...” 
“Italy will...” 
Taken together, this suggests “think 
globally, act locally.” 
41:29 – 41:46 President introduces “the president of 
the World Bank Group, Mr. Jim Yong 
Kim” 
 
41:47 – 45:43 The World Bank Group representative 
speaks 
 
45:44 – 45:55  President introduces LaGarde on 
behalf of the IMF 
 
45:56 – 50:09 LaGarde speaks  
50:10 – 50:37 President thanks LaGarde and 
introduces Professor Gita Sen 
 
50:38 – 56:11 Gita Sen speaks *Audience claps when she finishes; 
have not seen this in any previous 
session 
56:12 – 57:47 President thanks Keynote Speakers; 
explains that they will be taking a short 
break to set up for the Leader’s 
Dialogue 
 
57:48 – 
1:01:03 
Break 
Wide shot of room  
*Lot’s of people walking around, 
mingling and talking with others 
*general ignorance of authority 
LEADER’S 
DIALOGUE 1 
Theme: “High-level Political Forum: 
From Vision to Action 
 
1:01:04 –  
1:01:18 
Gavel used to call the meeting to order 
President gives a short speech: 
Makes a reference to “The Future We 
Want” (UN document) 
Described the Forum as a “gathering” 
Outlines procedural information for 
the Leader’s Dialogue 
Introduces PM of Fiji 
 
1:01:19 – 
1:10:42 
PM of Fiji speaks on behalf of the 
Group of 77 and China 
Speaks mainly about what the Forum 
should be/do 
Reads script with little enthusiasm 
*audience claps 
61 
 
 
1:10:43 –  
1:11:14 
President thanks speaker and 
introduces next speaker. 
 
1:11:15 –  
1:14:26 
PM of Norway speaks on behalf of the 
EU 
*audience claps 
1:14:27 –  
1:14:47 
President thanks speaker and 
introduces next speaker. 
 
1:14:48 –  
1:18:42 
President of Turkey speaks *Audience claps 
1:18:43 –  
1:19:14 
President thanks speaker and 
introduces next speaker. 
 
1:19:15 –  
1:24:05 
Bangladesh speaks *Audience claps 
1:24:06 – 
1:24:32 
President thanks speaker and 
introduces next speaker. 
 
1:24:33 –  
1:28:47 
Switzerland speaks *Audience claps 
1:28:48 –  
1:29:33 
President thanks speaker and 
introduces next speaker. 
 
1:29:34 –  
1:32:47 
Belgium speaks 
*only speaker not wearing a formal 
jacket/blazer 
Speaks to what the Forum should be 
*Audience claps 
1:32:48 –  
1:33:05 
President thanks speaker and 
introduces next speaker. 
 
1:33:06 -  Greece speaks  
PART 2    
0  - 2:31 Greece speaks (cont’d) *Audience claps 
2:40 – 2:57 President thanks speaker and 
introduces next speaker. 
 
3:07 – 6:24 Peru speaks *Audience claps 
6:25 – 6:39 President thanks speaker and 
introduces next speaker. 
 
6:40 – 11:54 China speaks *Audience claps 
11:55 – 12:05 President thanks speaker and 
introduces next speaker. 
 
12:06 – 15:56 Japan speaks 
“What we offer is information” 
*Audience claps 
15:57 – 16:22 President thanks speaker and 
introduces next speaker. 
 
16:23 – 20:18 India speaks 
Starts by acknowledging the Kenya 
Nairobi terrorist attacks 
Developed vs. undeveloped countries 
*Audience claps 
20:19 – 20:50 President thanks speaker and 
introduces next speaker. 
 
20:51 – 24:02 Slovakia speaks *Audience claps 
24:03 – 24:32 President thanks speaker and 
introduces next speaker. 
 
24:33 – 27:43 Indonesia speaks *Audience claps 
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27:44 – 27:53 President thanks speaker and 
introduces next speaker. 
 
27:54 – 32:31 Egypt speaks *Audience claps 
32:32 – 32:48 President thanks speaker and 
introduces next speaker. 
 
32:49 – 36:12 United Kingdom speaks *Audience claps 
36:13 – 36:40 President thanks speaker and 
introduces next speaker. 
 
37:00 – 41:56 Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela 
speaks 
Thanks all speakers for their 
contributions 
*Audience claps 
41:57 – 42:20 President thanks all speakers of the 
Leader’s Dialogue and explains that 
they will be taking a break 
 
42:21 – 49:56 Break   
LEADER’S 
DIALOGUE 2 
Theme: “Global Partnerships for 
development to create jobs and 
improve sustainable lifestyles 
 
 
49:57 – 52:57 President (new person) calls the 
meeting back to order (informally; no 
gavel, just starts talking) 
Gives a short speech outlining the rest 
of the meeting 
 
52:58 – 57:12 Nauru speaks 
Defines partnership 
Shares information gathered by a case 
study taking place in Nauru on climate 
change  
*Audience claps 
57:13 – 58:01 President thanks speaker and 
introduces next speaker. 
 
58:03 –  
1:03:13 
Norway speaks *Audience claps 
1:03:14 –  
1:03:57 
President thanks speaker and 
introduces next speaker. 
 
1:03:58 – 
1:09:30 
Pakistan speaks 
First time a speaker says “I disagree” 
 
1:09:31 –  
1:10:40 
President thanks speaker and 
introduces next speaker. 
 
1:10:41 –  
1:14:06 
Netherlands speaks *Audience claps 
1:14:07 –  
1:14:42 
President thanks speaker and 
introduces next speaker. 
 
1:14:43 –  
1:18:20 
Montenegro speaks *Audience claps 
1:18:21 –  
1:18:44 
President thanks speaker and 
introduces next speaker. 
 
1:18:45 –  
1:22:18 
Samoa speaks *Audience claps 
1:22:19 –  
1:22:43 
President thanks speaker and 
introduces next speaker. 
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1:22:44 – 
1:25:56 
Benin speaks *Audience claps 
1:25:57 –  
1:26:28 
President thanks speaker and 
introduces next speaker (assumed; 
cannot hear anything – technical 
difficulty?) 
 
1:26:29 –  
1:31:22 
South Africa speaks *Audience claps 
1:31:23 –  
1:31:39 
President thanks speaker and 
introduces next speaker. 
 
1:31:40 - 
1:36:02 
Sri Lanka speaks *Audience claps 
1:36:03 – 
1:36:14 
President thanks speaker and 
introduces next speaker. 
 
1:36:15 –  
1:38:48 
Malaysia speaks *Audience claps 
1:38:49 –  
1:39:01 
President thanks speaker and 
introduces next speaker. 
 
1:39:02 –  
1:42:02 
France speaks *Audience claps 
1:42:03 –  
1:42:14 
President thanks speaker and 
introduces next speaker. 
 
1:42:15 –  
1:47:01 
Finland speaks *Audience claps 
1:47:02 –  
1:47:11 
President thanks speaker and 
introduces next speaker. 
 
1:47:12 –  
1:49:49 
Lithuania speaks *Audience claps 
1:49:50 –  
1:50:07 
President thanks speaker and 
introduces next speaker. 
 
1:50:08 –  
1:52:40 
Germany speaks *Audience claps 
1:52:41 –  
1:52:58 
President thanks speaker and 
introduces next speaker. 
 
1:52:59 –  
1:58:19 
Ecuador speaks *Audience claps 
1:58:20 –  
1:58:35 
President thanks speaker and 
introduces next speaker. 
 
1:58:36 –  Columbia speaks  
PART 3   
0 – 2:10 Columbia speaks (cont’d) *Audience claps 
2:11 – 2:18 President thanks speaker and 
introduces next speaker. 
 
2:19 – 9:30  Bolivia speaks *Audience claps 
9:31 – 9:59 President thanks speaker and 
introduces next speaker. 
 
10:00 – 12:36 Kazakhstan speaks  *Audience claps 
12:37 – 13:13 President thanks speaker and 
concludes the Leader’s Dialogue.  
 
64 
 
 
Take a break to reconvene for “Short 
Key Messages on Sustainability Issues” 
13:14 – 15:49 Break  
Short Key 
Messages  
   
15:50 – 18:14 President (new) talks about what the 
session will be comprised of 
Identifies three topics: “Strengthening 
the link between science and policy,” 
“Global report on sustainable 
development,” “need for a data 
revolution” 
Introduces the first speaker 
 
18:15 – 20:27 Under Secretary General UN DESA 
(United Nations Department of 
Economic and Social Affairs) 
*Audience claps 
20:28 – 20:37 President thanks speaker and 
introduces next speaker. 
 
20:38 – 23:39 ILO (International Labour Organization) 
representative 
*Audience claps 
23:40 – 24:01 President thanks speaker and 
introduces next speaker. 
 
24:02 -26:50 New York Office of the UN Conference 
on Trade and Development 
*Audience claps 
26:51 – 27:12 President thanks speaker and 
introduces next speaker. 
 
27:13 – 30:58 Mayor of Istanbul, Kaair Topbas *Audience claps 
30:59 – 31:16 President thanks speaker and 
introduces next speaker. 
 
31:17 – 34:47 VP of Global External Affairs of Media 
Relations at Unilever, Miguel Pestana 
*Audience claps 
34:48 – 35:02 President thanks speaker and 
introduces next speaker. 
 
35:03 – 38:01  Youth representative, Philippa Gardner *Audience claps 
38:02 – 39:00 President thanks speaker and breaks 
before the World Leaders Dialogue; 
the theme is “Mapping the way 
forward” 
 
39:01 – 42:58 break  
LEADER’S 
DIALOGUE 3 
Theme: “Mapping the way forward 
for eradicating poverty and achieving 
sustainable development 
 
42:59 – 46:17  President calls the session back to 
order, gives a short introductory 
speech and introduces the first 
speaker. 
Reflects on Brazil’s statement in the 
previous session 
Encourages the participants to share 
national lessons and give 
recommendations 
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46:18 – 51:47 President of Guyana speaks *Audience claps 
51:48 – 52:08 President thanks speaker and 
introduces next speaker. 
 
52:09 – 58:05 President of Kiribati speaks *Audience claps 
58:06 – 58:25 President thanks speaker and 
introduces next speaker. 
 
58:26 – 
1:02:44 
Vice President of Seychelles speaks *Audience claps 
1:02:45 – 
1:03:22 
President thanks speaker and 
introduces next speaker. 
 
1:03:23 – 
1:06:42 
Denmark speaks *Audience claps 
1:06:43 –  
1:07:04 
President thanks speaker and 
introduces next speaker. 
 
1:07:05 – 
1:09:49 
United States speaks *Audience claps 
1:09:50 – 
1:10:07 
President thanks speaker and 
introduces next speaker. 
 
1:10:08 – 
1:11:36 
Saudi Arabia speaks *Audience claps 
1:11:37 – 
1:11:54 
President thanks speaker and 
introduces next speaker. 
 
1:11:55 – 
1:15:42 
Group of Land Locked Developing 
Countries speaks 
*Audience claps 
1:15:43 – 
1:15:58 
President thanks speaker and 
introduces next speaker. 
 
1:15:59 – 
1:19:12 
Ukraine speaks *Audience claps 
1:19:13 – 
1:19:32 
President thanks speaker and 
introduces next speaker. 
 
1:19:33 – 
1:23:24 
Qatar speaks *Audience claps 
1:23:25 – 
1:23:37 
President thanks speaker and 
introduces next speaker. 
 
1:23:38 – 
1:26:49 
UN HABITAT (United Nations Human 
Settlements Programme) speaks 
*Audience claps 
1:26:50 – 
1:27:12 
President thanks speaker and 
introduces next speaker. 
 
1:27:13 – 
1:30:20 
UNDP (United Nations Development 
Programme) speaks 
*Audience claps 
1:30:21 – 
1:30:35 
President thanks speaker and 
introduces next speaker. 
 
1:30:36 – 
1:32:52 
UNEP (United Nations Environment 
Programme) speaks 
*Audience claps 
1:32:53 –  
1: 33:04 
President thanks speaker and 
introduces next speaker. 
 
1:33:05 – 
1:36:42 
IUCN (International Union for the 
Conservation of Nature) 
*Audience claps 
1:36:43 – 
1:37:02 
President thanks speaker and 
introduces next speaker. 
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1:37:03 – 
1:40:38 
TEDx UN Plaza speaks *Audience claps 
CLOSING 
CEREMONY 
  
1:40:39 – 
1:47:18 
President thanks speaker and makes a 
closing statement on behalf of Dr. John 
Ashe, the President of the UN General 
Assembly’s 68th session 
*Audience claps 
 
Appendix B 
B1 –  Secretary General Ban Ki Moon’s address to the Forum  
Remarks at inaugural meeting of the High-Level Political Forum on 
Sustainable Development 
Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon, UN Headquarters, 24 September 2013 
I am honoured to speak at this inaugural meeting of the High Level Political Forum on Sustainable 
Development. 
I thank Brazil and Italy for ably steering the negotiations, and all Member States and others who have 
contributed to shape an innovative and ambitious forum. 
This is a significant step towards realizing the vision adopted at Rio+20. 
I am pleased to see such high level representation here today. 
Your forum is a key platform for examining today's challenges in a holistic and integrated manner. 
Sustainable development consists of three equal and interdependent dimensions. 
Your work can help overcome institutional and operational separation between economic, social and 
environmental policies and responsibilities. 
I am pleased to see Major Groups represented. 
We need your ideas, expertise and leadership. 
The forum will engage the full range of sustainable development actors. 
It will review progress, generate political impetus and launch partnerships and actions to advance shared 
goals. 
This forum can be the catalyst for a strengthened global partnership for sustainable development, providing 
political leadership grounded in solid science. 
To further inform the debate on sustainable development, I have decided to create a Scientific Advisory 
Board. 
It will comprise renowned scientists representing various fields of natural, social and human sciences. 
We must strengthen the interface between science and policy, so that the latest scientific findings are 
reflected in our high-level policy discussions. 
I have asked Ms. Irina Bokova, the Director-General of UNESCO, to establish the Board. UNESCO will 
host the Secretariat. 
Excellencies, 
This Forum is integral to shaping our common vision for future decades. 
This work has many strands. 
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The General Assembly Open Working Group on Sustainable Development Goals is working on universal 
goals and targets. 
At the same time, many have contributed ideas about the priorities of a universal post-2015 UN 
development agenda. 
These opinions have informed my own report, “A Life of Dignity for All” prepared as input to tomorrow’s 
General Assembly Special Event on follow-up efforts to achieve the Millennium Development Goals. 
We must build on the achievements of the MDGs and expand our ambition. 
Progress must be inclusive. 
Poverty eradication must be our priority, sustainable development our guide and principle. 
Combating climate change is central to our efforts. 
We need to finalize an ambitious, legal agreement on climate change in 2015. 
To add momentum to this process, I will convene a Climate Summit in September 2014 for leaders at the 
highest level – from government, business, finance, civil society and academia. 
The goal is to generate the political commitment that will keep global temperature rise below the agreed 2-
degree Celsius threshold. 
I count on the support of all here to support this objective. 
Excellencies, 
This is a new forum, but we are not starting anew. 
We have more than 20 years of work on sustainable development behind us. 
The forum can build on what has been learned through its parent bodies, in particular the Commission on 
Sustainable Development. 
At the same time, it will take us in new directions, guide the UN system and hold it accountable. 
By establishing the forum, Rio+20 imagined new ways of pursuing our common agenda. 
We must be bold as we lay the ground for the Forum’s next sessions. 
Let us make the best use of its collected expertise, wisdom and influence. 
Let us make a real difference in the well-being of current and future generations. 
The UN system will support you. 
Thank you. 
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Appendix B 
B2 – President John Ashe’s address to the Forum 
 
Remarks by 
 
H.E. Ambassador John W. Ashe 
President of the 68th Session of the United Nations 
General Assembly 
 
New York 
24 September 2013 
 
Opening of the 
High-level Political Forum on Sustainable Development 
 
Honorable Heads of State and Government,  
Distinguished Ministers  
Excellencies,  
Secretary-General,  
Distinguished Guests,  
Ladies and Gentlemen,  
 
It is indeed a special honor and privilege to preside over this inaugural session of the High-Level 
Political Forum. I greet you today at this historic meeting with enthusiasm and a sense of 
purpose. I look forward to our session, which I expect will be enriching, forward-looking, 
thought-provoking and sincerely hope - action-oriented.  
 
This High Level Political Forum is a new entity within the UN body. Let me begin by reminding 
all gathered here today that we collectively fashioned this new institutional tool - the HLPF- and 
it is therefore our responsibility to use it wisely and well. We have created this HLPF for the 
express purpose of delivering more effectively on our aspirations and agendas at a time when we 
realize that the practice of sustainability provides the only real bridge from our past to our present 
and our future, and from our planet to our peoples and our prosperity.  
 
Today, we frame our discussions around the theme: “Building the Future We Want: from Rio+20 
to the Post 2015 Development Agenda.” Consequent upon this theme please let me pose a few 
questions:  
 
Forum?  
onal platform into concrete and tangible implementation 
on the ground?  
can succeed? 
 
In the Rio+20 Outcome Document, The Future We Want, Heads of State and Government agreed 
on a vision of development that merges the well-being, social inclusion and prosperity of all the 
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world’s people with the health and well-being of the planet. It identified these two integral pieces 
– people and planet – are inextricably linked.  
 
The HLPF offers us an opportunity to translate this holistic vision that merges the vital needs and 
concerns of our people and planet into concrete policies and actions. Designated as both the 
guardian of, and the catalyst for the global sustainable development agenda, this forum will be 
the place where we – as an international community – can identify major global socio-economic 
and environmental challenges and determine how to address them. Within this forum, we will 
craft specific goals, which when adopted in 2015, will help create broad structural and 
transformative change in how we live, consume and do business in all countries and societies.  
 
Let us be guided at this inaugural session with the knowledge that the HLPF is a joint endeavor 
between the United Nations General Assembly and the United Nations Economic and Social 
Council (ECOSOC) to promote and implement an integrated and balanced sustainable 
development agenda beyond 2015. It will be a universal and unique platform on issues related to 
the implementation of sustainable development, pulling together relevant actors on the global 
stage and within the United Nations system, and resulting in a level of coordination, integration 
and coherence that until now has been lacking.  
 
This inaugural session of the HLPF is personally gratifying for all those who have spent many 
long hours working together on the issue of sustainable development. I would like extend my 
thanks to all those who have helped to make this vision of the Rio+20 Outcome Document a 
reality and have opened a new pathway toward a sustainable future. To all the heads of State and 
Government who have supported the sustainable development agenda and the establishment of 
this Forum, your support is duly noted and appreciated. 
 
Excellencies,  
 
If the High Level Political Forum is to fulfill its mandate – if it is to fully thrive and do justice to 
the vision of Rio+20 – what is actually needed?  
 
First, it must be a proactive and sometimes provocative Forum that responds to the most current 
and pressing challenges and creates a robust and innovative agenda for sustainable development.  
The HLPF needs active political leadership and strong global champions.  
 
Reviewing progress in implementation is critical. We need a Forum that effectively monitors 
previous sustainable development commitments – such as those found and agreed in Agenda 21, 
the Johannesburg Plan of Implementation, the Barbados Programme of Action, and the Mauritius 
Strategy for Implementation – and ensures that implementation is felt at all levels.  
 
It must also ensure that sustainability is factored into economic and social decision-making. 
Indeed, it must set a new norm wherein sustainability becomes part of all our development 
activities.  
It will need effective support and coordination amongst all relevant stakeholders. The HLPF, as 
well as the Post 2015 Development Agenda, will require contributions and commitment from a 
range of actors, both government and non-governmental, all of the United Nations system 
including the Multilateral Financial Institutions, as well as other international and regional 
organizations. Enhanced coordination and cooperation among these various actors need to be 
further advanced to strengthen the synergies between global policies and national realities.  
 
Accountability must also be one of the hallmarks of the work of the Forum. Reviewing and 
measuring progress need a shared vision of specific goals, commitments, timetables and concrete 
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mechanisms. Our Forum needs a broad range of tools for enhanced multi-stakeholder 
engagement and implementation, in particular partnerships. In this regard, effective partnerships 
should be advanced as a mature and scalable delivery mechanism to facilitate the achievement of 
the means of implementation for sustainable development.  
 
The HLPF will undoubtedly play a pivotal role in the elaboration and the implementation of the 
post 2015 development agenda. It should be the home for concrete guidance in the review of the 
sustainable development goals, their implementation and monitoring, as well as integration of the 
three dimensions of sustainable development by all actors. It will, if properly used, become the 
tool for embedding or mainstreaming sustainable development at all levels.  
 
Excellencies,  
Ladies and Gentlemen,  
 
The Conferences in Stockholm in 1972, Rio de Janeiro in 1992 and 2012, the SIDS Conferences 
in Barbados and Mauritius in 1994 and 2004, and the various Conventions and Policy instruments 
that emerged as a consequence of our collaborative efforts have served to bring us a considerable 
distance along the development path.  
 
But in convening the HLPF in this our Assembly of Nations, we also clearly have to recognize 
that we are facing an ever-challenging future and we have miles to go before we can rest. A new 
development agenda will not be achieved with half measures. It will not be the product of 
serendipity nor of continuous cycles of statements however well-intentioned and delivered. We 
have to take stock of the current global crisis and the failure to so far achieve sustainable global 
development, first as an opportunity and second as a call to action to which all of us -member-
states, international organisations, and civil society must together respond. It requires serious and 
concerted effort and yes dogged determination.  
 
Let us remember that we have been afforded a rare opportunity to get things right from the start 
because a new institution is a clean slate. It has no historical reference point, and at the same 
time, there are no negatives associated with it. The slate of the HLPF waits for us to write in its 
purpose and its future. We have the opportunity to set the tone, tenor, scope of action, level of 
engagement, achievement and productivity for which this Forum will become known. Through 
our efforts in this Forum we can and must offer our citizens new hope and new solutions. Having 
elected me as your President and having agreed that this HLPF is necessary in the reform process, 
I appeal to you to make that effort and let this body become an effective forum and an instrument 
which supports and delivers a much needed integrated sustainable development which results in 
prosperity for our planet and her peoples.  
 
Thank you. 
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Appendix B 
B4 – Interest group representative Gita Sen’s address to the Forum  
 
24 September 2013 
 
Text of Speech at the Inaugural Meeting of the High Level Political Forum on 
Sustainable Development, “Building the Future We Want: from Rio+20 to the 
Post 
2015 Development Agenda” United Nations Trusteeship Council Chamber 
Gita Sen (on behalf of the Women’s Major Group) 
 
President Ashe, President Osorio, Mr Secretary General, Madam President, Mr 
Prime 
Minister, Your Excellencies, Colleagues and Friends from the Major Groups and Civil 
Society, Ladies and Gentlemen: 
 
I stand before you to speak on behalf of the Major Groups - and particularly the 
Women’s Major Group – groups that were set up after the 1992 Earth Summit to 
ensure civil society’s and social movements’ participation in decision making for 
sustainable 
development. 
 
In all humility, I speak not on behalf of the women and girls of the world – who am I 
to 
represent the Afro-descendant girl with disability surviving in a favela, or the 
indigenous 
woman conserving her way of living in the mountains, or the dalit woman agricultural 
labourer struggling to feed her children in the presence of multiple discriminations 
and 
the impacts of climate change? But I do speak from their perspectives, the 
perspectives of half of the people of this world, the girls and women for too long 
subordinated and 
oppressed by patriarchal gender systems, burdened with work and responsibility but 
without the ability to make decisions or the freedom to make choices that affect all 
our 
lives. 
 
We believe there are four essential ingredients to the sustainable development that 
we all seek: 
 
First, sustainable development has important co-requisites that go beyond the 
environment to the economic system whose pressures can lead 
governments to destroy or sell out on natural capital including land and 
minerals as well as critical elements of the global commons. It needs well-
regulated global and national financial systems along with investment, trade 
and financing regimes that protect the environment and promote human rights 
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without being used to bolster unfair trade practices, protectionism or 
international arbitration that supersedes and erodes national laws and policy 
space. 
 
The principles that should guide us include not only the precautionary principle 
and the principle of polluter pays, but also principles of equity and fairness as 
enshrined in the principle of common but differentiated responsibility, 
solidarity, and subsidiarity, as well as free, informed prior consent, and 
peaceful dispute settlement. Equity and redistribution are unavoidable today 
because we are so close to critical ecological limits. 
 
Second, sustainable development is impossible unless human rights are at 
its centre. These rights – universal, indivisible and interdependent – include 
our right to lives free from deprivation and with full recognition of the need for 
sustainable livelihoods; to the rule of law and freedom from violence including 
sexual violence and hate crimes on the basis of sexual orientation or gender 
identity; and to bodily autonomy and integrity including our sexual and 
reproductive rights. 
 
Without fulfillment of these rights, scores of millions of women and girls cannot 
complete their education, earn incomes, go safely through pregnancy and 
childbirth, or participate fully as citizens. 
 
We are living in a world with the largest generation ever of young people: 1.8 
billion. They need skills, education, and health; they must be supported to 
engage in this process by ending early marriages, investing in their education 
including comprehensive sexuality education and sexual and reproductive 
health care, as well as protecting their human rights. 
 
Third, civil society has become increasingly concerned about one of the most 
disturbing of recent trends – the growing influence and dependence of the 
multilateral system on private corporate power, including in the name of 
partnerships. Recent decades have shown us how anemic voluntary 
regulatory mechanisms and corporate social responsibility can be. The post 
2015 agenda for sustainable development must have ‘sunshine’ clauses for 
transparency and clear mechanisms for open information, regulation and 
redress. Civil society views the HLPF as the central body to ensure 
accountability in this regard. 
 
Fourth, in the words of our partners in the movements of people with 
disabilities: 
“Nothing about us without us”. Civil society and social movements are here 
and we will continue to be with you. We look forward to effective and robust 
participation in shaping the post 2015 development agenda. 
 
Thank you. 
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Appendix B 
B5 – Secretary General Wu Hongbo’s address at the Thematic Debate 
Mr. Wu Hongbo Under-Secretary-General for Economic and Social Affairs, 
Secretary-General for the International Conference on Small Island Developing 
States 
UN General Assembly Thematic Debate 
Water, Sanitation and Sustainable Energy in the Post 2015 Development Agenda 
Institutional Arrangements for Water-Energy Nexus 
19 February 2014, New York 
Distinguished Chair, 
Excellencies, 
Ladies and Gentlemen, 
On behalf of DESA, I would like to thank the President of the General Assembly for convening 
this important meeting. 
DESA is fully committed to supporting the process for the preparation of the post-2015 
development agenda, both through the interagency mechanisms, and through support for the 
intergovernmental process. 
Discussions on the critical themes of water including sanitation and sustainable energy have 
already taken place in the third and fifth sessions, of the Open Working Group on Sustainable 
Development Goals.  In these sessions it was widely agreed that both sectors need to be 
addressed in the post-2015 development agenda and various proposals were advanced. 
This thematic debate is providing further valuable insights and ideas on how to address water 
and sustainable energy in the post 2015-development agenda in a more holistic and integrated 
manner, in line with sustainable development principles. 
The water energy nexus is an important part of the deliberations on the sustainable development 
goals. In fact the “resource nexus” embodies the key principles of sustainable development, 
through balancing the social, economic and environmental dimensions. 
In the nexus approach, the social dimension addresses the issues of access for the poor to 
water, sanitation, and energy whilst at the same time dealing with the issue of food security. The 
economic dimension is very much about learning to create more with less. In the same vein the 
ecological dimension speaks to the sustaining of vital ecosystems and their services through 
targeted investments. 
Accelerating access to water, sanitation and energy to the poor using nexus approaches is a 
challenge. It calls for the reshaping of institutions which can respond to natural resource scarcity 
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in more adaptive and collaborative ways.  It also requires more integrated policy and decision 
making that account for external costs across sectors which complement the conventional 
sectoral approaches. 
For the institutions to be effective, Governments will need to develop new policy and fiscal 
instruments. This should be backed by information, monitoring of data and trends, innovative 
planning, and the use of evidence based impact assessment techniques. And there is 
experience on the ground that this can be done. 
For example a pilot assessment of the “climate-land-energy-water development” nexus in 
Mauritius has shown the practical benefits of integrated analysis for policy making. The nexus 
assessment has helped in identifying innovative policy that avoids costly mistakes of isolated 
sectoral policy making. Carrying out this type of assessments requires cooperation among 
different disciplines and various parts of government. It is also a clear demonstration of the 
science-policy interface in action. 
Essential elements of nexus governance include being able to define an agenda, exercise 
collective leadership and have the ability to verify performance. The process must also allow for 
innovation and the development a strong evidence base, which can be shared and used to 
influence policy. 
In India, introduction of innovative win-win strategies including rain water harvesting, micro-
irrigation, and ground water recharge schemes have helped improve the lives of some farming 
communities.  The success was not in the least, due to the involvement of policy makers from 
the very beginning of the initiatives. Such involvement provided the leadership and support 
needed to the communities who stand to gain. 
Suffice it to say that the water energy and sanitation nexus is just one example. There is a lot to 
be gained in building alliances with related nexuses such as climate, energy, agriculture and 
food.  
Addressing these nexuses and promoting policy coherence requires a rethink of traditional 
institutional arrangements and ways of working. Institutions need to be flexible, adaptive and 
should facilitate collaboration between sectors. There is a need to also develop individual skills 
and competencies for working in teams which should in turn lead to integrated solutions. 
Nexus governance may however be context specific. Institutional arrangements that work in one 
country may not be appropriate for another and as such it is important to adapt to the local 
conditions. 
The institutional arrangements must not create new and bigger silos, but must be inclusive and 
flexible across structures.  Inter -ministerial networks and working groups have been found to be 
effective, especially where the goals, incentives and accountability mechanisms are clear from 
the outset. 
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These networks should be multi stakeholder, and should not only bring together experts and 
decision-makers from water and energy agencies, but also from other important ministries 
including planning, finance, environment and urban and rural development, among others. 
In promoting nexus governance in institutions in water, inclusiveness is key. It is important to 
involve actors in all social groups, especially the influential leadership. Implementation happens 
at the local level and the experience can bring forward important lessons. 
In Burkina Faso, Niger and Chad, water is being brought to degraded dry valleys which has 
resulted in intensification of agricultural production. The local communities are deeply involved in 
this initiative which has a nexus aspect through enhancing food security, increasing surface and 
ground water availability, and reducing the energy required to pump water from deeper aquifers. 
However, Conflicting situations may also arise, for example, while deciding about the uses of 
water resources for irrigation, industrial purposes and household consumption or for energy 
systems. Representatives from civil society, water authorities, business sector, energy utilities, 
environmental groups, water and energy regulators and community leaders should be provided 
the opportunity to participate in such decision making processes, so that their issues can be 
addressed. 
While it will take time for institutions to adopt more integrated approaches, uncovering 
institutional impediments and opportunities across the water and energy sectors will help achieve 
better social, economic and environmental outcomes.  
Institutional capacity development for these approaches, including knowledge and technology 
transfers between different levels of government and sectors, will be crucial in this regard. 
The international community can play a vital role through brokering global knowledge, bringing 
actors together, and by providing support to international cooperation activities for the 
development of innovative global, regional and national water-energy nexus initiatives. 
This thematic debate is an important step in providing useful insights on integrated approaches 
for managing water and energy resources. Such integration can result in improved resource use 
efficiency overall, sustainable resource management and equitable benefit sharing. 
This is central to the discussions on the future development agenda. 
Thank you for your attention. 
 
 
 
81 
 
 
Appendix B 
B6 – President of the General Assembly Vuk Jeremic’s address at the Thematic Debate 
 
82 
 
 
 
 
83 
 
 
 
 
84 
 
 
 
 
 
 
85 
 
 
Appendix B 
B7 – State representative of the U.A.E.’s address at the Thematic Debate 
 
Address at the Opening of the Thematic Debate 
“Sustainable Development and Climate Change: 
Practical Solutions in the Energy-Water Nexus” 
New York, 16 May 2013 
  
Mr. Under-Secretary-General, 
Minister of State Al Jaber, 
Excellencies, 
Distinguished Representatives, 
Ladies and Gentlemen, 
I am honored to welcome you to the General Assembly’s thematic debate on Sustainable Development and 
Climate Change: Practical Solutions in the Energy-Water Nexus.” 
This has been pulled together with the great help of His Excellency Dr. Sultan Ahmed Al Jaber Minister of 
State and Special Envoy for Energy and Climate Change of the United Arab Emirates. I am profoundly 
grateful for his engagement and dedication. 
I would like to extend special recognition to Professor Jeffrey Sachs of Columbia University the Secretary-
General’s Special Adviser on the MDGs, and Director of the UN Sustainable Development Solutions 
Network, and acknowledge his incessant efforts to help the world overcome the threats posed by climate 
change. 
Allow me also to express my deep appreciation to Ambassador Wu Hongbo, the UN’s Under-Secretary-
General for Economic and Social Affairs, for his hard work and strong commitment to promoting the UN’s 
post-2015 agenda. 
Finally, let me thank the renowned experts, practitioners, and businessmen who will anchor the mid-
morning ‘views from the frontline’ part of the debate, as well as those who will participate in the afternoon 
panel discussions. 
Excellencies, 
Last June in Rio, world leaders endorsed the historic “Future We Want” document, which established the 
framing principles of the post-2015 agenda. For the first time, Member States agreed on measures to 
comprehensively integrate the three dimensions of sustainable development namely economic, social, and 
environmental into a single, fully coherent whole. 
They mandated the General Assembly to conceive and adopt the SDGs, design options for financing them, 
and create a workable intergovernmental arrangement for monitoring their implementation in essence, 
assigning this body with the strategic aim of crafting a new, ambitious global framework that will define 
much of the UN’s work for decades to come. 
The Rio+20 document also tasked the General Assembly to “further integrate sustainable development as 
a key element of the overarching framework for United Nations activities, and adequately address 
sustainable development in its agenda-setting, including through periodic high-level [events],” such as 
thematic debates. 
Excellencies, 
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The fundamental challenge of our time is to end extreme poverty in this generation and significantly narrow 
the global gap between rich and poor, without ruining the environmental basis for our survival. 
The latest scientific announcements have confirmed some of the worst fears. It has been determined that 
the level of carbon dioxide in the atmosphere has risen above 400 parts per million for the first time in more 
than three million years. 
To safeguard the world from runaway climate change, we will need to de-couple economic growth from our 
dependence on carbon-based energy systems, which currently provide 80 percent of our primary power 
needs. Last year, burning these types of fuels led to another 34 billion tons of CO2 being emitted in the air. 
As the concentration of CO2 keeps increasing, the Earth’s ecosystems will continue to change with perilous 
rapidity. 
The evidence is overwhelming: global temperatures are rising and extreme weather events are becoming 
commonplace. Some parts of the globe are experiencing more drought; others more floods. The amount of 
freshwater is decreasing, as rivers and aquifers dry up. 
Our water problems are closely linked to our energy problems. Water supply requires large amounts of 
power, whether for pumping, treatment, or desalination. Similarly, energy supplies often critically depend on 
water for hydroelectricity, cooling, or irrigation for biomass. 
Food production and distribution also necessitate large inputs of both energy and water indeed, even 
temporary interruptions of either have caused major food crises in many parts of the world. 
Excellencies, 
The challenge to secure every Member State’s right to sustainable development has four inter-related 
dimensions: technological, organizational, economic, and moral. 
Each of them is applicable to energy-water nexus. 
We need more energy, not less, to end poverty and raise global living standards. But that power must be 
low carbon, if we are to remain within planetary boundaries. New technologies are required in order to 
remake the energy delivery system so that by mid-century, they produce perhaps three times today’s 
output, but with less than half of the emissions. 
Recent advancements are encouraging. The price of solar power has fallen by a factor of 100 in just 40 
years; today’s poor desert regions can become tomorrow’s energy powerhouses. The cost of wind power is 
now at “grid parity” in many parts of the world, meaning that it can already compete with fossil fuels. There 
are other potential alternatives as well, such as fourth-generation nuclear power, carbon capture and 
sequestration, and advanced biofuels just to name a few.  
Smarter technologies are also making water usage more efficient, allowing us to get more benefit per liter 
“more crop per drop,” as Professor Sachs recently put it. New farm techniques will allow for much more 
precision in irrigation; new seed varieties will be better suited to drier conditions; new ways to recycle urban 
water use will ensure municipal needs; and new technologies can be deployed to ensure safe drinking 
water and sanitation for the poor.  
Excellencies, 
The challenges go beyond technology they are also organizational. How can humanity establish and then 
manage a sustained de-carbonization effort that will necessitate two generations to complete, and require 
the consent and participation of all nations? Responsibility for this unprecedented task has been put in the 
hands of the General Assembly, charged with defining the major workstreams of the post-2015 agenda. 
These include, most notably, the Open Working Group on SDGs, and the Intergovernmental Process to 
Propose Options for an Effective Sustainable Development Financing Strategy. 
The third dimension of the challenge is economic. We must have better functioning energy markets, if we’d 
like to benefit from the dynamism and innovation of the private sector. Similarly, we must give proper 
incentives to rationalize water use, while protecting the poor. At present, our markets do not function well 
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enough in this regard. The competition of high-carbon and low-carbon energy is not yet balanced, because 
fossil fuel prices do not include the social costs of climate change. With the right market incentives, 
however, the shift to low-carbon energy systems may become both faster and deeper. 
The final challenge is a moral one. Stewardship of the environment is our shared obligation. We hold in our 
hands the power to ruin the Earth, or to sustain it for posterity. This is an unprecedented responsibility. Our 
generation is the first to bear it, as only it became capacious enough both economically and 
demographically to threaten the entire planet.  
Excellencies, 
We cannot afford business as usual for growth along the current path will lead us to catastrophe, not 
riches. 
We need to embrace the path to sustainability, crafting a new global partnership in which no nation is left 
behind, and no country opts out. 
This calls for a new direction and new strategies. I believe this debate can be an important step in moving 
us closer to the post-2015 starting line, by directing our attention to the innovative science, cutting-edge 
technologies, and new business models related to the energy-water nexus. 
Today, the General Assembly will have the opportunity to benefit from the wisdom of some of the world’s 
leading experts in the field. We hope that their insights will help us to make more informed choices in the 
critical years ahead for the extent of the damage we are causing is fast approaching the point of no return. 
We have the tools to save the planet from human-induced environmental devastation. What we lack, 
however, is a fundamental commitment to use them in coherent ways, as well as a full appreciation of how 
little time we have left before it gets too late. 
The stark truth is that we face an existential challenge like never before and we’re simply not doing enough 
to address it. 
Thank you for your attention. 
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Appendix B 
B8 – Interest group representative Craig Knowles’ address at the Thematic Debate 
 
Spee
ch 
The Hon. Craig 
Knowles 
 
UN General Assembly-Thematic 
Debate 
 
Sustainable Development and Climate 
Change: Practical Solutions in the Energy-
Water Nexus 
 
16 May 2013, New 
York 
 
 
A simple plan 
 
 My starting point is to recognise that for the past 40,000 years, Australia’s 
traditional owners, the Australian Aborigines, have maintained a deep cultural and 
spiritual connection to their land and waters. 
 
 In our work to develop a Plan for the Murray–Darling Basin, we took inspiration 
from an elder from our Njarrindjeri people, Tom Trevorrow, who once spoke of this 
connection and the Indigenous approach to caring for the natural landscape. 
 
    Tom reminded us all of our connection with our planet when he said: 
 
“Our traditional management plan was don’t be greedy. 
“Don’t take any more than you need and respect everything around 
you. “That’s the management plan—it’s such as simple management 
plan, but 
so hard for people to carry out.” 
 
    Tom’s words should echo and resonate here. 
 
 It should be simple, but finding a balanced and sustainable approach to 
managing our water resources in Australia has been a difficult challenge. 
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 The simple fact is that you might have all the science and evidence in the world to 
support the need to make change, but if you don’t have people willing to be a part 
of that change, you will not succeed. 
 
 Last year, the Australian Federal Parliament adopted as law a Plan for the 
Murray– Darling Basin and received bi-partisan support. 
 
    The plan paves the way for us to rebalance water use and rebuild the health in one 
of 
Australia’s most significant environmental and economic regions. 
 
The Murray–Darling Basin – some context 
 
    The Murray–Darling Basin covers an area of more than 1 million square kilometres. 
 
    It is larger than France and Germany combined. 
    Its 23 river catchments range from pristine to severely compromised. 
 
 It’s home to more than 2 million people and provides drinking water for more than 3 
million across hundreds of rural and urban centres. 
 
    It contains more than 200 important wetlands, 16 that are listed under the Ramsar 
Convention, and a world heritage site at Lake Mungo. 
 
    It’s also one of our most productive food and fibre regions—often referred to as 
Australia’s food bowl. 
 
 Economically, it provides an annual average of about $15 billion worth of produce to 
the economy and 40% of our total national agricultural output - there are many 
competing interests. 
 
 Climate is also highly variable - from subtropical to alpine to arid. It is truly a land of 
droughts and flooding rains. 
 
 And it’s one of the most variable river systems in the world, with huge variation in 
flows from year to year. 
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Our key issues and challenges 
 
 In fact, this extreme variability between flood and drought has driven the 
management of water in the Basin, and indeed across Australia, since European 
settlement 200 years ago. 
 
    The dams, weirs, locks and barrages built to: 
 
          supply drinking water to towns and cities 
          mitigate floods and droughts, and 
          allow navigation and irrigation 
 
 
…have taken their toll on the environment and ecosystems. 
 
          flow patterns have reversed 
          salinity has become a problem, along with acid-sulfate soils 
          species have been affected, and 
          water quality has diminished. 
 
 
    We’ve made the problems more difficult to solve by adding: 
 
          multiple layers of overlapping jurisdictions 
          competing regulatory frameworks 
          opposing political imperatives, and 
          ever-increasing community expectations. 
 
 
 On this last point, it has been a matter of fact that all Australian governments, 
especially since the end of the 2nd World War, encouraged extractive water use in a 
deliberate nation-building enterprise 
 
we move into the future. 
 
 So, the plan and its implementation over the next 7 to 10 years is based 
on adaptive management 
 
    It’s meant to be a flexible plan because in nature, things change. 
    As we discover better ways to do things, we need to respond. 
 Equally, we need to be ready to adjust to things like seasonal and 
climate changes. 
 
 Importantly, our plan recognises that how we recover water to reset 
the balance will have differing social and economic impacts. 
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 The tools to recover water for the environment include purchasing water 
entitlements from farmers who want to sell, through to investing in systems 
improvements and on-farm programs to make the most efficient use of every 
litre of water. 
 
 In total, the government is investing more than $12 billion to achieve the 
rebalance over the next 7 to 10 years. 
 Of course, the price you pay for dealing with water scarcity by increasing water 
efficiency through engineered solutions is inevitably a higher cost in water 
delivery and hence energy demand. 
 In a dry continent, where water is the more limiting factor, this is seen as a 
small price to pay. 
 
Implementation 
 
 Since the plan was adopted by our national parliament, we have started 
the implementation phase. 
 
    We continue to work with Basin communities and governments to: 
 
         simplify the multiple layers and myriad rules 
 to identify physical constraints in the system that might be altered to 
improve river flows and environmental watering opportunities, and 
 apply knowledge to the on-going and never-ending task of 
river management 
 
    This is an important point. 
 
 There is always more to learn and there is wisdom in communities that needs to 
be tapped and incorporated so that sustainable solutions can be found. 
 
 Local knowledge is essential – we have found that it not only improves the 
quality of our work, but it gives the best chance for others to take ownership and 
implement the plan as part of their normal practices rather than as a mandated, 
“top down” government edict 
 
         extraction licences were given without cost or knowledge of impact, 
         in some of our river valleys, we were just too greedy. 
 
 
Early warning signs 
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 We knew we’d reached a tipping point as a result of the rise of salt in the water 
table and acid sulfate soils turning some of our river environments into battery acid. 
 
    Along with toxic blue-green algae outbreaks, the late 1980s and into the 1990s saw 
Australian governments and river communities begin to take notice. 
 
 Early steps saw salt interception schemes, a cap (or limit) on water extraction, 
the prioritisation and hierarchy of water uses for critical human needs and 
productive purposes. 
 
 But, it wasn’t until the extended drought of 2000, when the river had stopped 
flowing to the sea, for nearly 10 years, that the environmental problems and the 
over- allocation of water became a mainstream political and community issue. 
 
    The National government acted: 
 
       New legislation to create a new whole-of-Basin management regime for the 
Murray–Darling, 
and 
 substantial funding to modernise irrigation and buy back water for 
the environment. 
 
 
 
The Basin Plan 
 
 Since then, the Basin Plan has been produced as the next logical step in 
restoring the balance between productive water use and environmental health. 
 
 
 
What are the key features? 
 
    The plan has a number of key features: 
 
 It’s realistic…our objective is a healthy working Basin which optimises the balance 
between the environment, the economies and communities….it’s not about 
returning the rivers to their natural pristine state. 
 
 It sets a sustainable limit on water use based on internationally peer-
reviewed science...to return stressed rivers to environmental health and greater 
resilience to future climate change. 
 
 But, it’s not just a “science experiment”…the plan recognises the need to make 
judgements and decisions based on social and economic impacts…the people 
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who live and work in the Basin are as much a part of the Basin environment as the 
vital ecosystems that underpin their economic sustainability. 
 
 Not everything happens in one day…communities need time to adjust to change 
and, for scientifically valid reasons, introducing a plan over time allows us to 
monitor, evaluate and adjust based on the new knowledge and evidence that 
confronts us as 
 
 
Leadership 
 
 And finally, while it’s not specified in the Basin Plan, an essential component of 
our success thus far, has been leadership. 
 
    It took strong leadership from: 
 
   our past and current governments, often in deliberate bipartisanship 
   from our community leaders, and 
   from people like Tom Trevorrow 
 
…who all recognise that it was time to change from the old way of managing our 
water resources to a new and better way. 
 
    So the lessons from the Front Line….. 
 
Lesson #1 
Science and evidence are critical, but without community support, they’re 
not enough. 
 
Lesson #2 
Never waste a crisis! From the devastating millennium drought, our 
national government took the opportunity to take action. 
 
Lesson #3 
Policy makers must look at the totality, not the sectional. Striking a balance 
is important. 
 
Lesson #4 
Time, and a chance to adapt to change, allows people to join in on the journey. 
 
Lesson #5 
People count. It is critical to demonstrate a willingness to trust and incorporate 
the views of people whose lives are affected by change. 
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And finally… 
 
Lesson #6 
 
The toughest negotiator is the environment. If we get it wrong, the environment will 
walk away and leave nothing behind. With that in mind, we should listen to the 
words of our Indigenous elders, and not be greedy, don’t take more than we need, 
and respect everything around us. 
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Appendix C 
C1 – Secretary General Ban Ki Moon’s I.P.P. usage at the Forum 
 
IPP USE: BAN KI MOON  
Secretary General (The Forum) 
US WE  OUR 
(p.2) “We have more than 20 
years of work on sustainable 
development behind us.” 
(p.1) “We need your ideas, 
expertise and leadership.” 
(p.1) “The Forum is integral to 
shaping our common vision for 
future decades.” 
(p.2) “At the same time, it will 
take us in new directions, guide 
the UN system and hold it 
accountable.” 
(p.1) “We must strengthen the 
interface between science and 
policy, so that the latest 
scientific findings are reflected 
in our high-level policy 
discussions.” 
(p.1) “Poverty eradication must 
be our priority, sustainable 
development our guide and 
principle.” 
(p.2) “Let us make the best use 
of its collected expertise, 
wisdom and influence.” 
(p.1) “We must build on the 
achievements of the MDGs and 
expand our ambition.” 
(p.1) “Combating climate 
change is central to our efforts.” 
(p.2) “Let us make real 
difference in the well-being of 
current and future 
generations.” 
(p.1) “We need to finalize an 
ambitious, legal agreement on 
climate change in 2015.” 
(p.2) “By establishing the forum, 
Rio+20 imagined new ways of 
pursuing our common agenda.” 
 (p.2) “This is a new forum, but 
we are not starting anew.” 
 
 (p.2) “We have more than 20 
years of work on sustainable 
development behind us.” 
 
 (p.2) “We must be bold as we 
lay the ground for the Forum’s 
next sessions.” 
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Appendix C 
C2 – President of the General Assembly John Ashe’s I.P.P. usage at the Forum 
 
IPP USE: JOHN ASHE  
President (The Forum) 
US WE  OUR 
(p.3) “The HLPF offers us an 
opportunity to translate this 
holistic vision that merges the 
vital needs and concerns of our 
people and planet into concrete 
policies and actions.”  
(p.2) “Let me begin by 
reminding all gathered here 
today that we collectively 
fashioned this new institutional 
tool.” 
(p.2) “...it is our responsibility to 
use it wisely and well.” 
(p.3) “Let us be guided at this 
inaugural session with the 
knowledge that the HLPF is a 
joint endeavor between...”  
(p.2) “We have created this 
HLPF for the express purpose of 
delivering more effectively on 
our aspirations and agendas at  
a time when we realize that the 
practice of sustainability 
provides the only real bridge 
from our past to our present 
and our future, and from our 
planet to our peoples and our 
prosperity.” 
(p.2) “We have created this 
HLPF for the express purpose of 
delivering more effectively on 
our aspirations and agendas at  
a time when we realize that the 
practice of sustainability 
provides the only real bridge 
from our past to our present 
and our future, and from our 
planet to our peoples and our 
prosperity.” 
(p.5) “The Conference in 
Stockholm in 1972, Rio de 
Janeiro in 1992 and 2012, the 
SIDS Conference in Barbados 
and Mauritius in 194 and 2004, 
and the various Conventions 
and Policy instruments that 
emerged as a consequence of 
our collaborative efforts have 
served to bring us a 
considerable distance along the 
development path.” 
(p.2) “Today, we frame our 
discussions around the theme: 
‘Building the Future We Want: 
from Rio+20 to the Post 2015 
Development Agenda.” 
(p.4) “Indeed, it must set a new 
norm wherein sustainability 
becomes part of all our 
development activities.” 
(p.6) “Let us remember that we 
have been afforded a rare 
opportunity to get things right 
from the start because a new 
institution is a clean slate.” 
(p.2) “How much ambition and 
leadership are we willing to 
commit to our High Level 
Political Forum?” 
(p.5) “Our Forum needs a broad 
range of tools for enhanced 
multi-stakeholder engagement 
and implementation, in 
particular partnerships.”  
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(p.6) “The slate of the HLPF 
waits for us to write in its 
purpose and its future.” 
(p.2) “How do we translate this 
new institutional platform into 
concrete and tangible 
implementation on the 
ground?” 
(p.5) “The Conference in 
Stockholm in 1972, Rio de 
Janeiro in 1992 and 2012, the 
SIDS Conference in Barbados 
and Mauritius in 194 and 2004, 
and the various Conventions 
and Policy instruments that 
emerged as a consequence of 
our collaborative efforts have 
served to bring us a 
considerable distance along the 
development path.” 
(p.5) “We have to take stock of 
the current global crisis and the 
failure to so far achieve 
sustainable global 
development, first as an 
opportunity and second as a call 
to action to which all of us – 
member states, international 
organizations and civil society 
must together respond.” 
(p.2) “How do we ensure that 
institutional form and function 
are properly aligned so that the 
HLPF can succeed?” 
(p.6) “Through our efforts in this 
Forum we can and must offer 
our citizens new hope and new 
solutions.” 
 (p.3) “In the Rio+20 Outcome 
Document, The Future We 
Want, Heads of State and 
Government agreed...” 
(p.6) “Having elected me as 
your President and having 
agreed that this HLPF is 
necessary in the reform 
process, I appeal to you to make 
that effort and let this body 
become an effective forum and 
an instrument which supports 
and delivers a much needed 
integrated sustainable 
development  which results in 
prosperity for our planet and 
her peoples.” 
 (p.3) “...this forum will be the 
place where we – as an 
international community – can 
identify major global socio-
economic and environmental 
challenges and determine how 
to address them.”  
 
 (p.3) “Within this forum, we will 
craft specific goals, which when 
adopted in 2015, will help 
create broad structural and 
transformative change in how 
we live, consume and do 
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business in all countries and 
societies.”  
 (p.4) “We need a Forum that 
effectively monitors previous 
sustainable development 
commitments...”  
 
 (p.5) “But in convening the HLPF 
in this our Assembly of Nations, 
we also clearly have to 
recognize that we are facing an 
ever-challenging future and we 
have miles to go before we can 
rest.” 
 
 (p.5) “We have to take stock of 
the current global crisis and the 
failure to so far achieve 
sustainable global development, 
first an opportunity and second 
as a call to action to which all of 
us – member states, 
international organizations and 
civil society must together 
respond.” 
 
 (p.6) “Let us remember that we 
have been afforded a rare 
opportunity to get things right 
from the start because a new 
institution is a clean slate.” 
 
 (p.6) “We have the opportunity 
to set the tone, tenor, scope of 
action, level of engagement, 
achievement and productivity 
for which this Forum will 
become known.” 
 
 (p.6) “Through our efforts in this 
Forum we can and must offer 
our citizens new hope and new 
solutions.” 
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Appendix C 
C3 – State representative of Brazil’s I.P.P. usage at the Forum 
 
IPP USE: BRAZIL 
State representative (Forum) 
US WE  OUR 
(p.3) “The Rio+20 Outcome 
Document attributed arduous 
tasks upon us.” 
(p.3) “Just over a year ago, at 
the Rio+20 Conference, we took 
a decisive step in the 
consolidation of the sustainable 
development agenda.” 
(p.3) “Our task, now, is 
implement the commitments 
assumed.”  
(p.6) “I call upon all: let us face 
these challenges together and 
head-on.” 
(p.3) “We reached consensus on 
the objective of building a 
model of development that 
contemplates, in a balanced 
manner, the economic, social 
and environmental 
dimensions.”  
(p.4) “We must rise to the 
expectations of our peoples.” 
(p.6) “The magnitude of the 
challenges ahead requires 
determination, courage and 
boldness from us.” 
(p.3) “We consolidated the 
notion – and this was an 
outcome of great value to the 
developing countries – that the 
eradication of poverty is ‘the 
greatest global challenge facing 
the world today and an 
indispensible requirement for 
sustainable development.”  
(p.4) “We must be aware that, 
for the first time in the history 
of humanity, the complete and 
global eradication of extreme 
poverty is within our reach.” 
 (p.3) “That is why we are 
gathered here in the first 
session of the High-level 
Political Forum on Sustainable 
Development, which represents 
the materialization of one of the 
most important outcomes of 
Rio+20.” 
(p.5) “I highlight, as examples, 
our fight against deforestation, 
our renewable energy matrix, 
our sustainable agricultural 
practices.” 
 (p.4) “In considering the work 
that the Forum has before itself, 
we must be ambitious.” 
(p.5) “We are promoting our 
economy’s growth with 
advances in social justice.” 
 (p.4) “We must rise to the 
expectations of our peoples.” 
 
 (p.4) “We must be aware that, 
for the first time in the history 
 
100 
 
 
of humanity, the complete and 
global eradication of extreme 
poverty is within our reach.” 
 (p.4) “For Brazil, it is a goal we 
are already achieving with all 
those registered in the program 
‘Brasil Without Extreme 
Poverty’.” 
 
 (p.4) “Now, through the active 
efforts of the Brazilian state, we 
will include the people still left 
out.” 
 
 (p.4) “We will support all the 
international initiatives led by 
the Forum.” 
 
 (p.4) “We must guarantee that 
the High-level Political Forum 
where hereinafter Heads of 
State and Government will 
meet, becomes a space where 
best practices are discussed and 
solutions found.” 
 
 (p.4) “We cannot waste this 
opportunity.” 
 
 (p.5) “In the social field, we 
have developed technology for 
inclusion that is characterized 
by the elimination of the 
intermediary between the 
citizen and the State, by means 
of a credit card.” 
 
 (p.5) “We are promoting our 
economy’s growth with 
advances in social justice.” 
 
 (p.5) “We are creating formal 
jobs and assuring the expansion 
of workers’ incomes.” 
 
 (p.5) “We are better distributing 
income in order to end extreme 
poverty and reduce poverty, 
with public policies directed at 
improving education, health, 
public safety and all the public 
services provided by the 
Brazilian State.” 
 
 (p.5) “We are committed to 
advancing this process of 
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transforming Brazil while having 
environmental sustainability as 
an indispensable condition.” 
 (p.5) “This commitment to 
environmental protection is 
reflected, for example, in the 
fact that we are, according to 
the United Nations, the country 
that has done the most in 
reducing greenhouse gas 
emissions.” 
 
 (p.6) “We have a great 
responsibility as senior 
authorities: a responsibility 
towards our fellow citizens and 
to the future generations.” 
 
 (p.6) “This is the path to the 
future we want.” 
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Appendix C 
C4 – Interest group representative Gita Sen’s I.P.P. usage at the Forum 
 
IPP USE: GITA SEN 
Interest group representative (Forum) 
US WE  OUR 
(p.2) “The principles that should 
guide us include not only the 
precautionary principle and the 
principle of polluter pays, but 
also principles of equity and 
fairness as enshrined in the 
principle of common but 
differentiated responsibility, 
solidarity, and subsidiarity, as 
well as free, informed prior 
consent, and peaceful dispute 
settlement.”  
(p.1) “We believe that there are 
four essential ingredients to the 
sustainable development that 
we all seek.”  
(p.1) “But I do speak from their 
perspectives, the perspectives 
of half of the people of the 
world, the girls and women for 
too long subordinated and 
oppressed by patriarchical 
gender systems, burdened with 
work and responsibility but 
without  the ability to make 
decisions or the freedom to 
make choices that affect all our 
lives.” 
(p.3) “Recent decades have 
shown us how anemic voluntary 
regulatory mechanisms and 
corporate social responsibility 
can be.” 
(p.2) “Equity and redistribution 
are unavoidable today because 
we are so close to critical 
ecological limits.”  
(p.2) “These rights – universal, 
indivisible and interdependent – 
include our right to live free 
from deprivation... and to bodily 
autonomy and integrity 
including our sexual and 
reproductive rights.” 
 (p.2) “We are living in a world 
with the largest generation ever 
of young people.” 
 
 (p.3) “Civil society and social 
movements are here and we 
will continue to be with you.” 
 
 (p.3) “We look forward to 
effective and robust 
participation in shaping the post 
2015 development agenda.” 
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AppendixC 
C5 – Secretary General Wu Hongbo’s I.P.P. usage at the Thematic Debate 
 
IPP USE: WU HONGBO  
Secretary General (Thematic Debate) 
US WE  OUR 
n/a n/a n/a 
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Appendix C 
C6 – President of the General Assembly Vuk Jeremic’s I.P.P. usage at the Thematic Debate 
IPP USE: VUK JEREMIC  
President (Thematic Debate) 
US WE  OUR 
n/a (p.1) “As we approach 2015, the 
world faces two great 
opportunities to secure a more 
prosperous and sustainable 
future.” 
n/a 
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Appendix C 
C7 – State representative of the United Arab Emirate’s I.P.P. usage at the Thematic Debate 
 
IPP USE: UNITED ARAB EMIRATES 
State representative (Thematic Debate) 
US WE  OUR 
(p.2) “Smarter technologies are 
also making water usage more 
efficient, allowing us to get 
more benefit per liter, “more 
crop per drop,” as Professor 
Sachs recently put it.” 
(p.2) “We need more energy, 
not less, to end poverty and 
raise global living standards.” 
(p.1) “The fundamental 
challenge of our time is to end 
extreme poverty in this 
generation and significantly 
narrow the global gap between 
rich and poor, without ruining 
the environmental basis for our 
survival.”  
(p.3) “I believe this debate can 
be an important step in moving 
us closer to the post 2015 
starting line, by directing our 
attention to the innovative 
science, cutting-edge 
technologies, and new business 
models related to the energy-
water nexus.” 
(p.2) “But that power must be 
low carbon, if we are to remain 
within planetary boundaries.” 
(p.2) “... we will need to de-
couple economic growth from 
our dependence on carbon-
based energy systems...” 
(p.3) “We hope that their 
insights will help us to make 
more informed choices in the 
critical years ahead...” 
(p.2) We must have better 
functioning energy markets, if 
we’d like to benefit from the 
dynamism and innovation of the 
private sector.”  
(p.2) “Our water problems are 
closely linked to our energy 
problems.” 
 (p.2) “Similarly, we must give 
proper incentives to rationalize 
water use, while protecting the 
poor.” 
(p.2) “At present our markets 
do not function well enough in 
this regard.” 
 (p.3) “We hold in our hands the 
power to ruin the Earth, or to 
sustain it for posterity.” 
(p.3) “Stewardship of the 
environment is our shared 
obligation.” 
 (p.3) “We cannot afford 
business as usual for growth 
along the current path will lead 
us to catastrophe, not riches.” 
(p.3) “We hold in our hands the 
power to ruin the Earth, or to 
sustain it for posterity.” 
 (p.3) “We need to embrace the 
path to sustainability, crafting  a 
new global partnership in which 
(p.3) “Our generation is the first 
to bear it, as only it became 
capacious enough both 
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no nation is left behind, and no 
country opts out.” 
economically and 
demographically to threaten the 
entire planet.” 
 (p.3) “We hope that their 
insights will help us to make 
more informed choices in the 
critical years ahead...” 
(p.3) “I believe this debate can 
be an important step in moving 
us closer to the post 2015 
starting line, by directing our 
attention to the innovative 
science, cutting-edge 
technologies, and new business 
models related to the energy-
water nexus.” 
 (p.3) “We have the tools to save 
the planet from human-induced 
environmental devastation.” 
 
 (p.3) “What we lack, however, is 
a fundamental commitment to 
use them in coherent ways...” 
 
 (p.3) “The stark truth is that we 
face an existential challenge like 
never before and we’re simply 
not doing enough to address it.” 
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Appendix C 
C8 – Special interest representative Craig Knowles’ I.P.P. usage at the Thematic Debate 
 
IPP USE: CRAIG KNOWLES 
Special interest representative (Thematic Debate) 
US WE  OUR 
(p.1) “Tom reminded us all of 
our connection with our planet 
when he said...” 
(p.1) “In our work to develop a 
Plan for the Murray-Darling 
Basin, we took inspiration from 
an elder from our Njarrindjeri 
people...” 
(p.1) “In our work to develop a 
Plan for the Murray-Darling 
Basin, we took inspiration from 
an elder from our Njarrindjeri 
people...” 
(p.1) “The Plan paves the way 
for us to rebalance water use 
and rebuild health in one of 
Australia’s most significant 
environmental and economic 
regions.” 
(p.2) “We’ve made the 
problems more difficult to solve 
by adding...” 
(p.1) “Tom reminded us all of 
our connection with our planet 
when he said...” 
(p.3) “...introducing a new plan 
over time allow us to monitor, 
evaluate and adjust based on 
the new knowledge and 
evidence that confronts us as 
we move into the future.” 
(p.3) “...in some of our river 
valleys, we were just too 
greedy.” 
(p.1) “It should be simple, but 
finding a balanced and 
sustainable approach to 
managing our water resources 
in Australia has been a difficult 
challenge.” 
(p.5) “With that in mind, we 
should listen to the words of 
our Indigenous elders, and not 
be greedy, don’t take more 
then we need, and respect 
everything around us.” 
(p.3) “We knew we’d reached a 
tipping point as a result of the 
rise of salt in the water table 
and acid sulfate soils turning 
some of our river environments 
into battery acid.” 
(p.2) “It’s also one of our most 
productive food and fibre 
regions – often referred to as 
Australia’s food bowl.” 
 (p.3) “...introducing a new plan 
over time allow us to monitor, 
evaluate and adjust based on 
the new knowledge and 
evidence that confronts us as 
we move into the future.” 
(p.2) “Economically, it provides 
an annual average of about $15 
billion worth of produce to the 
economy and 40% of our total 
national agricultural output.”  
 (p.4) “As we discovered better 
ways to do things, we need to 
respond.” 
(p.3) “We knew we’d reached a 
tipping point as a result of the 
rise of salt in the water table 
and acid sulfate soils turning 
some of our river environments 
into battery acid.” 
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 (p.4) “Equally, we need to be 
ready to adjust to things like 
seasonal and climate changes.” 
(p.3) “...our objective is a 
healthy working Basin...” 
 (p.4) “Since the plan was 
adopted by our national 
parliament, we have started the 
implementation phase.” 
(p.4) “Since the plan was 
adopted by our national 
parliament, we have started the 
implementation phase.” 
 (p.4) “Local knowledge is 
essential – we have found that 
it not only improves the quality 
of our work, but also...” 
(p.5) “And finally, while it’s not 
specified in the Basin Plan, an 
essential component of our 
success thus far, has been 
leadership.” 
 (p.5) “If we get it wrong, the 
environment will walk away and 
leave nothing behind.” 
(p.5) “It took strong leadership 
from our past and current 
governments, often in 
deliberate bipartisanship.” 
  (p.5) “It took strong leadership 
from our community leaders.” 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
